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Summary 
The rise of the internet has transformed the way we search for information, how we interact with 
each other and, more importantly, the way we shop. Particularly social network sites (SNSs) have 
rapidly grown in popularity and number of users globally and changed the ways of social and 
business communication. Previously, when consumers needed product-related information, they 
looked for marketer-generated sources, third-party certifications or asked for advice from friends 
and relatives in conversations “over the backyard fence”. Traditional word-of-mouth (WOM) 
behaviour now has an electronic element which has attracted a lot of interest from researchers in 
the past decade; electronic WOM (eWOM). eWOM allows consumers to socially interact and 
exchange product-related information with each other online.   
 
Consumer-to-consumer (C2C) interactions through SNSs disrupt companies’ communications and 
influences consumers’ attitudes and behaviour toward products and brands. Because prior studies 
have shown the significant effects of eWOM on consumer’s attitude and behaviour, companies have 
already put increasingly effort in promoting and managing eWOM within their communication 
strategy mix. Yet, more knowledge about the way eWOM works is needed to enhance the way 
companies deal with this part of their communication strategy. 
 
A lot of research has already been done about eWOM, and many articles state that there are 
significant relations between eWOM and consumers’ level of loyalty toward brands. However, there 
are several gaps in the literature that bring opportunities for further research:  
 First, several recent studies state that positive eWOM may have completely different effects 
on consumers than negative eWOM. Several studies in the psychology and marketing 
literature show that negative information usually has more effect on attitudes and behaviour 
than positive information. This is called ‘negativity bias’. 
 Second, other marketing research show that positive and negative word-of-mouth referral 
could have asymmetric influence on emotions, attitudes and behaviour. (Re)purchase 
intentions are usually influenced more by positive than by negative eWOM, while emotional 
attachment is usually influenced more by negative than by positive eWOM.  
 Third, research suggests that there are individual differences in consumers’ general 
engagement with brands and that these differences affect their cognitions, perceptions and 
behaviour toward brands. They call this brand engagement in self-concept (BESC). They 
suggest that more research should be done to investigate how high-BESC consumers react on 
brand-related stimuli compared to low-BESC consumers. Therefore, this research 
investigates the difference in effect of eWOM on high- compared to low-BESC consumers. 
 
The problem definition therefore is: To what extend do effects differ between positive and negative 
eWOM through SNSs on both high- and low-BESC consumers regarding to their level of attitudinal 
and behavioural loyalty toward brands?  
 
To answer this question, a literature study has been done to improve knowledge about SNSs, eWOM, 
brand engagement in self-concept (BESC), satisfaction, trust, attitudinal loyalty and behavioural 
loyalty. This resulted in nine formulated hypothesis, illustrated in figure 1: 
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Figure 1: Structural model 
 
As seen in the structural model, this study examines several direct relationships between variables. In 
addition, this study examines the effect of eWOM in three ways: 
- The negativity bias in eWOM messages; 
- The asymmetry in effects of positive and negative eWOM (attitude versus behaviour); 
- The difference in eWOM effect on high- compared to low-BESC consumers. 
 
The chosen design for this research was experimental vignette method (EVM) with use of an online 
survey. This means that no real experiment was conducted, but participants in this research were 
confronted by YouTube movies with either positive or negative reviews about the smartphone brand 
they possessed. The reason to use the EVM method was that we didn’t manage to find (web)shops 
that were willing to participate in this research. Figure 2 shows an illustration of the EVM research 
design.  
 
Figure 2: EVM research design 
 
A total of 279 smartphone users participated in this research (140 negative versus 139 positive 
eWOM). Because every participant did a pre- and post-test, a total of 558 observations were 
acquired. A combination between regular statistical methods (in SPSS) and partial least squares 
structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM in Smart-PLS) is used to analyse the results of this research.  
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Our research shows significantly different effects between positive and negative eWOM through 
SNSs on consumers. First, the negativity bias is confirmed: Negative eWOM seems to have an overall 
greater effect than positive eWOM, which is especially significant regarding to consumers’ levels of 
trust and behavioural loyalty. Secondly, the asymmetry in effects of positive and negative eWOM is 
confirmed: Positive eWOM affect consumers’ level of attitudinal loyalty significantly more than it 
affects behavioural loyalty, while negative eWOM affects consumers’ level of behavioural loyalty 
significantly more than it affects attitudinal loyalty. This is the complete opposite of wat was 
expected. The effect of eWOM does not significantly differ among high- and low-BESC consumers. 
 
This research also shows significant relations between several model constructs that has been 
applied in this research. This study confirms that satisfaction has a positive relation with trust. In 
addition, trust has a significant positive relation with attitudinal loyalty, and attitudinal on its turn has 
a significant positive relation with behavioural loyalty. The most interesting related finding is that 
these two relations are significantly stronger among high-BESC consumers compared to low-BESC 
consumers. This implicates that high-BESC consumers convert their trust in a brand more often in 
behavioural intentions (re-purchase and word-of-mouth) than low-BESC consumers. This relation is 
mediated by attitudinal loyalty.  
 
This study gives us both practical opportunities as well as limitations and opportunities for further 
research. Brands can use the outcome of this research to enhance their online media strategy. For 
example, to find ways to stimulate consumers to share their negative experiences with the company 
or brand itself instead of sharing them on social media. To achieve this, brands need to provide an 
alternative (digital) platform on which customers can easily provide and collect feedback from other 
customers.  
 
Our study also contains certain limitations, and we recommend further research to address these 
limitations in more detail. First, this research was only focussed on one particular search good, 
namely smartphones. This is a typical good that is dominated by only two brands: Apple and 
Samsung. It is not sure if and to what extent this influenced the results of the research. Further 
research should either focus on other search goods, on experience goods or services, to verify if the 
results also apply to them. Second, in our research the EVM method is chosen as research design. 
This means that the experiment was done within a fictive environment. Future researchers could 
choose to apply this research within a real experiment. Yet, this was also a consideration in this 
research, but finding participating companies was really hard due to the possible side effects of 
negative eWOM on companies and brands.  
 
Finally, our research found interesting results regarding to high- versus low-BESC consumers, but 
with no particular underlying literature. It seems that high-BESC consumers show a significantly 
higher relation between trust and attitudinal loyalty and between attitudinal loyalty and behavioural 
loyalty compared to low-BESC consumers. This means that high-BESC consumers convert their trust 
and emotional attachment toward a brand more often in behavioural intentions, like (re)purchase a 
brand or word-of-mouth referral. There are some studies regarding BESC in relation to loyalty, but 
these studies are still quite rare. Future research should focus on the differences between high- and 
low-BESC consumers regarding to attitudinal and behavioural brand loyalty.  
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1 Introduction 
In this section the motivation of this study is discussed, as well as the problem definition, target, 
research approach and the theoretical – and practical importance of this research. In addition, an 
introduction about the research method is given.  
 
1.1 Problem indication 
The rise of the internet has transformed the way we search for information, how we interact with 
each other and, more importantly, the way we shop. Particularly social network sites (SNSs) have 
rapidly grown in popularity and number of users globally and changed the ways of social and 
business communication (Imran, 2014). An annual growth in active social media users of more than 
ten percent makes SNSs the world’s fastest developing personal networking tool (Insights, 2016; Lin 
& Lu, 2011). Previously, when consumers needed product-related information, they looked for 
marketer-generated sources, third-party certifications or asked for advice from friends and relatives 
in conversations “over the backyard fence” (Blazevic, et al., 2013). Traditional word-of-mouth (WOM) 
behaviour now has an electronic element which has attracted a lot of interest from researchers in 
the past decade; electronic WOM (eWOM) (King, Racherla, & Bush, 2014). eWOM allows consumers 
to socially interact and exchange product-related information with each other online. It has become 
more common and in some instances it has become the preferred method of communication. SNSs 
are large sources of product-related information caused by these consumer-to-consumer (c2c) 
interactions. Because contacts in SNSs are embedded in consumers’ personal network, they tend to 
perceive their information regarding brand experiences as more credible and trustworthy than 
information from marketers and unknown sources (Chu & Kim, 2011). 
 
C2c interactions through SNSs disrupt companies’ communications and influences consumers’ 
attitudes and behaviour toward products and brands (Blazevic, et al., 2013). Several studies show 
that eWOM influences recipient attitude (Hsu, Lin, & Chiang, 2013) and recipient behaviour 
(Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006). In addition, research has shown that eWOM significantly affects 
consumers’ level of trust and loyalty toward brands (Awad & Ragowsky, 2008; Ba & Pavlou, 2002; 
Gauri, Bhatnagar, & Rao, 2008). In addition, marketing literature shows positive relations between 
consumers’ level of trust (Porral & Levy-Mangin, 2016) and attitudinal loyalty (Porral & Levy-Mangin, 
2016) and their purchase intentions toward brands. As a result, eWOM also affects firm-level 
outcomes like product sales and revenues (Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006). Because studies have shown 
the significant effects of eWOM on consumer’s behaviour and attitude, companies have increasingly 
put effort in promoting and managing eWOM within their communication strategy mix (Kim, Naylor, 
& Sivadas, 2015). Yet, more knowledge about the way eWOM works is needed to enhance the way 
companies deal with this part of their communication strategy (King, Racherla, & Bush, 2014). 
 
A lot of research has already been done about eWOM, and many articles state that there are 
significant relations between eWOM and consumers’ level of loyalty toward brands. However, there 
are several gaps in the literature that bring opportunities for further research.  
1. First, recent studies implicate that positive eWOM may have a completely different effect on 
consumers than negative eWOM. Several studies in the psychology and marketing literature 
show that negative information usually has more effect than positive information (Fiske, 
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1980; Rozin & Royzman, 2001; Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001; Ahluwalia, 
Unnava, & Burnkrant, 2000; Geng, Hon-Kwong, & Xiaoning, 2012). This is called negativity 
bias. No studies were found that researched this in a eWOM context. 
2. Secondly, marketing studies show that positive and negative eWOM may have asymmetric 
effects on attitudes and behaviour. The intention to purchase is usually changed more by 
positive eWOM than by negative eWOM (East, Hammond, & Wright, 2007; Sweeney, Soutar, 
& Mazzarol, 2014), while emotional attachment is usually changed more by negative eWOM 
than by positive eWOM. While negative eWOM seems to affect attitude and cognition more, 
positive eWOM seems to affect behaviour more. Several researchers state that this is a topic 
worthy for further research (East, Uncles, Romaniuk, & Lomax, 2016; Chang, Hsieh, & Tseng, 
2013; Wu & Wang, 2011; Jahn & Kunz, 2012).  
3. Third, research from Sprott et al. (2009) suggests that there are individual differences in 
consumers’ general engagement with brands and that these differences affect their 
cognitions, perceptions and behaviour toward brands. They call this brand engagement in 
self-concept (BESC). They suggest that more research should be done to investigate how 
high-BESC consumers react on brand-related stimuli compared to low-BESC consumers. 
Therefore, this research investigates the moderating effect of BESC on positive and negative 
eWOM. 
4. Finally, eWOM on SNSs is a quite new research topic and literature about the effects of 
eWOM specifically on SNSs is scarce. Understanding eWOM in SNSs is crucial as consumers 
have the potential to reach global audiences quickly and easily (Chu & Choi, 2011). 
Therefore, several articles refer to the need of further research to the effects of eWOM on 
SNSs (Chu & Kim, 2011; Libai, Bolton, Bügel, Ruyter, Götz, & Risselada, 2010; Khammash & 
Griffiths, 2011; Fan & Miao, 2012; Lee & Youn, 2009; Fang, 2014).  
 
The objective of this research is to close these knowledge gaps and to gain a better understanding 
about the effects of eWOM through SNSs in two ways: First, literature study will be conducted to 
investigate if there is causality on the variables satisfaction, trust and attitudinal and behavioural 
loyalty toward brands in eWOM on SNSs. These relations will be tested empirically. Second, the 
research is aimed to show the actual differences in effects between positive and negative eWOM and 
the moderating effect of BESC on this. A possible outcome could be that there is a difference 
between positive and negative eWOM when it comes to attitudes and behaviour. In addition, BESC 
could also affect this. With this, a better scientific understanding will be gained about how eWOM 
works on SNSs. Companies can use this knowledge to enhance their online media strategy on SNS 
regarding to eWOM by for example stimulating consumers to share their negative opinions about the 
brand with the company itself, while sharing positive opinions about the company on SNSs.  
 
The eWOM organizing framework from Nyilasy (2006) presented in table 1 shows several research 
topics that relate to eWOM. This research thereby focusses on the consequences to the receiver (the 
power of eWOM). To be more specific; this research focusses on investigating the differences in 
effects between positive and negative eWOM through SNSs on consumers regarding to their level 
attitudinal and behavioural loyalty toward brands and the moderating effect of BESC on this.  
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Table 1: eWOM organizing framework (Nyilasy, 2006) 
 Study 
Antecedents of eWOM 
(causes) 
Consequences of eWOM 
(effects) 
Unit of analysis 
Sender of eWOM Q1: Antecedents of eWOM 
senders — why do people 
talk online? 
Q2: Consequences to the sender 
— what happens to the 
communicator? 
Receiver of eWOM Q3: Antecedents of the 
receiver — why do people 
listen online? 
Q4: Consequences to the 
receiver — the power of eWOM 
 
The problem definition therefore is: To what extend do effects differ between positive and negative 
eWOM through SNSs on both high- and low-BESC consumers regarding to their level of attitudinal 
and behavioural loyalty toward brands?  
 
1.2 Research method 
This explanatory research is aimed to investigate the difference in effects between positive and 
negative eWOM through SNSs on consumers’ levels of satisfaction, trust, and attitudinal and 
behavioural loyalty toward brands on both high- and low-BESC consumers. First, relationships 
between eWOM through SNSs on consumers’ level of satisfaction, trust and attitudinal and 
behavioural loyalty toward brands need to be supported by literature and demonstrated empirically. 
After this, the difference in effect between positive and negative eWOM and the role of BESC in this 
was examined. A quantitative research design fits the most to this research topic, because there is a 
lot of information about eWOM and the variables and because one of the objectives is to investigate 
the relationships between several variables (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2012).  
 
Experimental Vignette Methodology (EVM)  
EVM was used as the research method. This means that a vignette was used as an intervention to 
describe an eWOM situation on which the questions were related to. There was a pre-test, followed 
by an intervention and a post-test. Paper People Studies is a form of EVM and means that 
participants will be asked to make explicit decisions, judgments and express behavioural preferences 
as a result of the vignette that was presented to them (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014). This is also the type 
that was used in this research.  
 
EVM is particularly useful when researchers need to exercise control of independent variables to 
gather evidence regarding causation (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014), in this case positive and negative 
eWOM. No prior experimental studies about the effects of eWOM were found that used EVM as a 
research method. Prior research methods to analyse the effect of eWOM were for example; 
- Analysis of eWOM effect on book sales based on popularity ranking (Chevalier & Mayzlin, 
2006); 
- Analysis of negative versus positive eWOM based on prior studies in a large database (East, 
Uncles, Romaniuk, & Lomax, 2016); 
- Database analysis on online store reviews and (re)purchase behaviour (Gauri, Bhatnagar, & 
Rao, 2008). 
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The EVM method in this research makes it possible to really understand the underlying effects of 
eWOM on consumers’ attitudes and behavioural intentions.  
 
Earlier experimental research about eWOM on SNSs conducted by an Open University student did 
not produce expected results. Her model variables showed (in some cases) significant results, but her 
intervention between pre- and post-test didn’t influence the participants much, so she couldn’t find 
any differences between positive and negative eWOM. She also used EVM with a survey to conduct 
her research (van Weperen, 2016).  
 
In this research, the same research method is chosen, but with other strategies:  
1. This study focusses only on one product type: Recent studies show that product type 
(experience versus search goods) is an important moderator of eWOM effects (Park & Lee, 
2009; Tsao & Hsieh, 2015). eWOM seems to have a significantly greater effect on search 
goods than on experience goods. This implicates that it is important to define whether the 
study is focussed on a specific experience or search good. Van Weperen (2016) permitted 
both experience and search goods in her research. This research therefore will focus on a 
particular search good.  
2. This study implements technological improvements regarding to the EVM method: One of 
the major criticisms regarding the use of EVM is that it could be unrealistic and the external 
validity is not very high. Aguinis and Bradley (2014) state that it is extremely important to 
provide as much information and context as possible, especially when using the between-
person design in EVM. They suggest to use audio, video, pictures and other presentation 
methods (in addition to text) to enhance the realism of the vignette. This study will therefore 
use both text, images and videos (see attachment 7.3 for more information).  
 
Psychology literature justifies these strategy improvements. Jung, Flores and Hunter (2016) state that 
the ability to imagine differs among individuals and depends on peoples’ level of creativity, 
intelligence and other individual factors. This means that for participants with lower levels of (e.g.) 
creativity or intelligence, more information and context will help them to reach the same level of 
empathy for the context provided. It is therefore expected that the choice for a particular search 
good in combination with technological improvements like the use of YouTube videos will contribute 
to a higher level of empathy among participants, which will lead to more reliable results.  
  
An extensive introduction in the survey helped to strengthen the reality factor. People were asked to 
remind the last time they bought a particular search good. The questionnaire contained questions 
about the attitude and behavioural intentions of the participant toward the brand he or she bought 
in the past. After filling in the questions about this brand, an intervention (vignette) in form of a 
YouTube video followed. The video contained fictive images of reviews on SNSs about the brand they 
bought. These reviews were either positive or negative, because the sample was divided in two 
groups; one group with positive and one group with negative reviews. After this positive or negative 
intervention, the participant was asked to fill in the questions about their attitude and behavioural 
intentions again.  
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2 Theoretical framework 
In this section, a theoretical framework of the current research is presented. The chapter starts with a 
literature review of the following concepts: SNSs, eWOM, satisfaction, trust and attitudinal and 
behavioural brand loyalty. With this, theoretical expectations of the empirical research were made. 
These expectations are formulated in hypotheses. The chapter concludes with a hypotheses overview 
and the associated conceptual model. 
 
2.1 Literature review and hypotheses 
2.1.1 Social Media and Social Networking Sites (SNSs) 
As defined by Kaplan and Haenlein (2010, p. 61), social media are ‘a group of Internet-based 
applications that build on the ideological and technological foundations of Web 2.0, and that allow 
the creation and exchange of User Generated Content (UGC)’. UGC means that the content on these 
platforms is provided by the users themselves. Social media encompass a variety of online 
information-sharing formats, including SNSs like Facebook, Myspace and Friendster (Chu & Kim, 
2011), which enables consumers to have c2c interactions by exchanging information, opinions and 
thoughts about products and brands. Given the collaborative and social characteristics of SNSs, this 
study focuses on SNSs as an emerging venue for c2c conversations, namely brand-related eWOM.  
 
An annual conducted independent trend research by Newcom (2016) about social media usage in 
The Netherlands shows that the most common SNSs in The Netherlands are (in order of the number 
of users): 
  
1. Whatsapp Messenger (9,8 million); 
2. Facebook (9,6 million); 
3. YouTube (7,2 million); 
4. LinkedIn (4,3 million); 
5. Google+ (3,6 million); 
6. Twitter (2,6 million); 
7. Instagram (2,1 million); 
8. Pinterest (2,0 million); 
9. Snapchat (1,0 million); 
10. Tumblr (0,3 million). 
 
2.1.2 Electronic Word-Of-Mouth (eWOM) 
WOM refers to the exchange of information among consumers and is a powerful force in influencing 
consumers’ attitudes and behaviour (Brown & Reingen, 1987; Gilly, Graham, Wolfinbarger, & Yale, 
1998). WOM can be positive or negative (Tax, Chandrashekaran, & Christiansen, 1992). Traditional 
WOM behaviour now has an electronic supplement which has attracted a lot of interest from 
researchers in the past decade; electronic WOM (eWOM) (King, Racherla, & Bush, 2014). eWOM is 
defined “as any positive or negative statement made by potential, actual, or former customers about 
a product or company, which is made available to a multitude of people and institutions via the 
Internet” (Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh, & Gremler, 2004, p. 39). Where traditional WOM typically 
happens in a face-to-face context, eWOM happens in a digital network of people in online 
communities where conversations between people are more visible among others (Kozinets, 1999).  
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According to King et al. (2014) there are six characteristics that define the unique character of eWOM 
compared to traditional WOM: 
1. Enhanced volume: Caused by the multi-directional nature of the internet, the volume and 
reach of eWOM are unprecedented.  
2. Dispersion: Conversations are taking place across a broad range of communities. 
3. Persistence and observability: Written words are available ‘on-demand’ and eWOM does not 
only influence consumer purchase behaviour, but is also an outcome of consumer purchases. 
4. Anonymity and deception: The internet is a relatively anonymous medium. This means that 
vendors could manipulate eWOM. 
5. Salience of valence: eWOM messages often contain a numerical rating. In WOM messages 
this mostly is not the case.  
6. Community engagement: eWOM platforms support (brand) communities based on interests. 
These communities provide forums to discuss about brands/products and to learn from 
other consumers.  
 
According to Chu and Kim (2011), eWOM can be examined through three aspects:  
1. Opinion seeking: These are consumers that tend to search for information and advice from 
others before making a purchase decision (Flynn, Goldsmith, & Eastman, 1996). 
2. Opinion giving: These are also known as opinion leaders. These consumers have great 
influence on others’ attitudes and behaviour (Feick & Price, 1987). 
3. Opinion passing: Especially in SNSs, opinion passing is a relevant aspect. With SNSs it’s easy 
to share others’ opinions and spread it on a global scale (Dellacoras, 2003).  
 
This study is particularly about opinion seeking. Research has shown that opinion seeking is an 
important dimension of WOM. Consumers with a high level of opinion seeking behaviour tend to 
search for information and advice from others when making a purchase decision (Flynn, Goldsmith, & 
Eastman, 1996). In addition, consumers see SNSs as places to obtain pre-purchase information 
because they regard valuable recommendations by friends as credible and reliable (Chu & Kim, 
2011). eWOM behaviour within SNSs may be initiated because users of SNSs desire to establish and 
maintain social relationships within their personal networks. By sharing their experiences and 
information about products on SNSs, they can help their social connections (e.g. friends) with their 
purchase decisions (King, Racherla, & Bush, 2014).  
 
As stated earlier, these c2c interactions disrupt companies’ communications and influences 
consumers’ attitude and behaviour toward products and brands (Blazevic, et al., 2013). According to 
Dellacoras (2003), eWOM allows more informed purchase decisions because ready access to brand 
and product related information helps consumers to determine which products from which brands 
meet their needs and preferences the best. Several studies show that eWOM influences recipient 
attitude (Hsu, Lin, & Chiang, 2013) and recipient behaviour (Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006). Research has 
shown that eWOM significantly affects consumers’ level of trust and loyalty toward brands (Awad & 
Ragowsky, 2008; Ba & Pavlou, 2002; Gauri, Bhatnagar, & Rao, 2008).  
 
2.1.2 Brand loyalty 
Brand loyalty is one of the most-cited concepts in marketing literature, and the range of benefits 
derived from it is accepted by both academics and practitioners (Iglesias, Singh, & Batista-Foguet, 
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2011). It can help to increase companies’ market share, it facilitates retention efforts and creates 
resistance to switch to other brands and loyal customers are willing to pay more as a result of the 
higher value they perceive (Reichheld & Schefter, 2000). Another favourable consequence can be 
eWOM (King, Racherla, & Bush, 2014), which has been called ‘brand evangelism’ by Deming (2007). 
According to Jaiswal and Niraj (2011), it is way more costly to acquire new customers than to retain 
existing customers. Loyal customers therefore are of great value for companies.  
 
In the current literature, there are myriad definitions of loyalty given and there are still no definite 
boundaries for using the term loyalty (Khan, Humayun, & Sajjad, 2015). Yet, one of the most used 
definitions of loyalty is from Oliver. He defines loyalty as “a deeply held commitment to re-buy or re-
patronize a preferred product/service consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive same-
brand or same –brand set purchasing, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having the 
potential to cause switching behaviour” (Oliver, 1999, p. 34). Thus, loyalty implies that consumers 
give preference to a brand, despite of (satisfactory) alternatives. Generally, customer loyalty is an 
intention of repurchasing products and services of a specific firm, which is the goal of the firm (Khan, 
Humayun, & Sajjad, 2015). Therefore, loyalty is an extremely important factor in relationship 
marketing.  
 
In prior research, brand loyalty was mostly related to the repeated behaviour of purchasing a specific 
brand over time (Kumar & Advani, 2005). However, to really understand the underlying factors of 
brand loyalty, such unidimensional measurement approach does not fit and multiple researchers 
advocated for a multidimensional approach (Iglesias, Singh, & Batista-Foguet, 2011; Jacoby & Kyner, 
1973). Thakur and Singh (2012) classified brand loyalty into two different types; attitudinal loyalty 
and behavioural loyalty. Attitudinal loyalty is defined as “the level of the customer's psychological 
attachments and attitudinal advocacy towards the supplier” (Cater & Cater, 2009, p. 587), whilst 
behavioural loyalty is defined as “the customer's willingness to repurchase the product and to 
continue a relationship with the supplier” (Cater & Cater, 2009, p. 587). For considering a customer to 
be loyal, both attitudinal and behavioural loyalty needs to exist (Khan, Humayun, & Sajjad, 2015).  
 
2.1.2.1 Attitudinal brand loyalty 
As stated earlier, attitudinal loyalty is defined as “the level of the customer's psychological 
attachments and attitudinal advocacy towards the supplier” (Cater & Cater, 2009, p. 587). Attitudinal 
loyalty encompasses preference to a particular brand (Bowen & Chen, 2001), emotional attachment 
(Tanford, 2013) and commitment (So, King, Sparks, & Wang, 2016). Attitudinal loyalty therefore is 
the emotional side of loyalty.  
 
2.1.2.2 Behavioural brand loyalty 
As stated earlier, behavioural loyalty is defined as “the customer's willingness to repurchase the 
product and to continue a relationship with the supplier” (Cater & Cater, 2009, p. 587).  Behavioural 
loyalty encompasses repurchase intention and price tolerance (Fornell, 1992), positive word-of-
mouth intentions, willingness to recommend to others and encouraging others to use the products 
and services of a company (Rundle-Thiele, 2005). Behavioural loyalty therefore is the ‘action’ side of 
loyalty.  
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According to Grisaffe and Nguyen (2011), repurchase behaviour occurs when customers develop 
deep emotional feelings of attachment to brands. Iglesias et al. (2011) and Thomson, Maclnnis and 
Park (2005) confirm this. They state that the intent to (re)purchase a brand is higher when 
customers’ attitude is more favourable.  In other words: Emotional attachment to a brand 
contributes to (re)purchase behaviour. This implicates that attitudinal loyalty has a positive effect on 
behavioural loyalty.  
 
H1: Attitudinal loyalty has a positive effect on behavioural loyalty 
 
2.1.3 Brand trust 
According to Bradach and Eccles (1989), trust is a control mechanism that facilitates exchange 
relationships characterized by uncertainty, vulnerability and dependence. This is especially relevant 
in an online context, where consumers are unable to personally meet the seller and examine the 
products. Trust is a fundamental consideration in the commercial world. The main reason is that 
consumers often face situations of uncertainty. Therefore, consumers rely on their trust in the 
vendor, internet or eWOM (Ha & Stoel, 2008). Studies have generally cited “lack of trust” as the main 
reason behind people not making purchases online (Chou, Chen, & Lin, 2015). Also, information 
asymmetry and fear of opportunism are aspects that make trust more prominent (Chiu, Huang, & 
Yen, 2010). Thus, the role of trust is to decrease uncertainty, information asymmetry and make 
customers feel comfortable with their brand (Chiu, Huang, & Yen, 2010). It can be seen as an 
effective mental shortcut. In this paper, customer trust is defined as “a believe that the brand will 
serve the long-term interest of the customer” (Crosby, Evans, & Cowles, 1990, p. 70).  
 
According to prior literature, trust results from customers being confident in quality and reliability 
(Hazra & Srivastava, 2009), a general belief (Gefen, 1997), and a combination between 
trustworthiness, integrity, ability, and benevolence (Jarvenpaa & Tractinsky, 1999; Jarvenpaa, Knoll, 
& Leidner, 1998).  
 
Existing research has established that both trust and satisfaction toward brands positively contribute 
to the development of brand loyalty (Veloutsou, 2015; Chiu, Huang, & Yen, 2010). According to 
several other studies, trust is one of the main antecedents of loyalty and purchase intentions (Yap, 
Ramaya, & Shahidan, 2012; Porral & Levy-Mangin, 2016; Chiu, Huang, & Yen, 2010). According to 
Chiu et al. (2010), trust in sellers is a vital key to building customer loyalty and maintain continuity in 
buyer-seller relationships. Considering the proposed positive relationships between satisfaction and 
trust, it’s expected that brand trust has a mediating role in translating the effects of eWOM into 
attitudinal and behavioural loyalty. 
 
H2: Trust has a positive effect on attitudinal loyalty. 
 
H3: Trust has a positive effect on behavioural loyalty. 
 
2.1.4 Brand satisfaction 
Consumer satisfaction is essential to the longevity of businesses and brands and is one of the most 
researched topics in marketing (Moriuchi & Takahashi, 2016). According to Jaiswal and Niraj (2011) 
Delivering superior service and ensuring higher customer satisfaction have become strategic 
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necessities for companies and is now more important than ever because of the rise of online-
shopping.  
 
Consumer satisfaction results from either positive or negative emotional responses and cognitive 
dissonance, and the actual satisfaction or dissatisfaction is determined by the level of difference after 
comparison of the functions expected before purchase and the actual function experienced after 
purchase (Oliver, 1993). Oliver (1999) also stated that satisfaction is defined as the consumer's sense 
of pleasure versus displeasure regarding to a product or brand. By Fornell, customer satisfaction is 
defined as “a mental state that occurs from a comparison between pre-purchase expectations and 
post-purchase performance” (Fornell, 1992, p. 8). This is described as a feeling of pleasure or 
disappointment resulting from the perceived performance or outcome in relation to his or her 
expectations (Kotler & Keller, 2006). These definitions all agree on the fact that satisfaction is driven 
by post-purchase experiences compared to pre-purchase expectations. Aspects that affect 
satisfaction are for example the price (given the quality), product quality (given the price), service 
quality and the distance from the consumer’s hypothetical ideal product (Fornell, 1992).  
 
Research state that the relationship between consumers’ experience and loyalty appears to be 
mediated by satisfaction (Brakus, Schmitt, & Zarantonello, 2009). According to several studies, a 
greater degree of satisfaction results into greater degree of loyalty (Burton, Sheather, & Roberts, 
2003; Fornell, 1992; Yap, Ramaya, & Shahidan, 2012; Veloutsou, 2015). When customers are satisfied 
with a brand, they are willing to use the same brand in the future. According to Bennet and Rundle-
Thiele (Bennet & Rundle-Thiele, 2005), brand satisfaction determines future purchases patterns and 
enhances desire for the product or service. According to other researchers, customer satisfaction 
significantly affects customers’ level of trust (Yap, Ramaya, & Shahidan, 2012; Tsao & Hsieh, 2012). 
Thus, a customer is likely to buy the same brand to which they feel satisfied. Thereby, for this 
research the expectation is that customer satisfaction has a positive effect on both consumers’ level 
of trust and attitudinal and behavioural loyalty.  
 
H4: Satisfaction has a positive effect on trust. 
 
H5: Satisfaction has a positive effect on attitudinal loyalty. 
 
H6: Satisfaction has a positive effect on behavioural loyalty. 
 
2.1.5 Positive versus negative eWOM effects 
As stated earlier, eWOM is defined “as any positive or negative statement made by potential, actual, 
or former customers about a product or company, which is made available to a multitude of people 
and institutions via the Internet” (Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh, & Gremler, 2004, p. 39) and can 
be positive or negative (Tax, Chandrashekaran, & Christiansen, 1992).  
 
Negativity bias 
A basic tenet of psychology is that the psychological effects of negative information outweigh those 
of positive information. People pay more attention to bad news than to good news, and they take 
criticism more seriously than praise (Wu, 2013). This “positive-negative asymmetry” is called the 
negativity bias (Fiske, 1980; Rozin & Royzman, 2001; Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 
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2001). Several marketing studies confirm that negative information usually affects consumers more 
than positive information (Ahluwalia, Unnava, & Burnkrant, 2000; Geng, Hon-Kwong, & Xiaoning, 
2012; East, Uncles, Romaniuk, & Lomax, 2016). This could implicate that negative eWOM also has a 
greater effect on consumers than positive eWOM. Yet, research by Wu (2013) shows that negatively 
valenced product reviews are not perceived to be more useful than positively valenced product 
reviews. “Negativity bias” would have immediate consequences for online marketing managers and 
researchers. It is expected that this phenomenon also exists in a SNSs context.  
 
Attitude versus behaviour 
Another difference between positive and negative eWOM is about the way we react on these 
messages. Several studies show that positive and negative (e)WOM has an asymmetric influence on 
attitudes and behaviour (Martensen & Grønholdt, 2016; Porral & Levy-Mangin, 2016). In addition, 
recent studies in other marketing literature show that the intention to purchase is usually changed 
more by positive word-of-mouth than by negative word-of-mouth (East, Hammond, & Wright, 2007; 
Sweeney, Soutar, & Mazzarol, 2014). This implicates that negative and positive eWOM may have 
completely different effects on consumers. While negative eWOM seems to affect attitude and 
cognition more, positive eWOM seems to affect behaviour more. Yet, East et al. state that there are 
inconsistencies in this particular topic (East, Uncles, Romaniuk, & Lomax, 2016). They state that this 
could be the result of different interpretations of attitudes and intentions. Based on the literature 
found in this topic, it is expected that the effect of positive eWOM significantly differs from the effect 
of negative eWOM, probably in the case that positive eWOM affects behaviour more, while negative 
eWOM affects attitudes more. 
 
H7: Negativity bias: Negative eWOM is stronger than positive eWOM 
 
H8: Positive and negative eWOM have asymmetric effects on attitudinal and behavioural loyalty: 
While positive eWOM affects behavioural loyalty more, negative eWOM affects attitudinal loyalty 
more 
 
2.1.6 BESC 
Marketing research has given considerable attention to the different forms of relationships between 
consumers and brands (Sprott, Czellar, & Spangenberg, 2009). Research from Sprott et al. (2009) 
suggests that there are individual differences in consumers’ general engagement with brands and 
that differences affect their cognitions, perceptions and behaviour toward brands. They call this 
brand engagement in self-concept (BESC). BESC is a generalized view of brands in relation to the self, 
with consumers varying in their tendency to include important brands as part of their self-concepts. 
Some consumers see brands as relevant to their lives and form bonds with them (Fournier, 1998) and 
use them to express self-concepts and identities (Elliott, 2004). The level of BESC varies under 
individuals and has a great influence on individuals’ level of brand loyalty (Sprott, Czellar, & 
Spangenberg, 2009). High-BESC consumers are more likely to react on brand-related stimuli than 
low-BESC consumers. They suggest that more research could be done to investigate how high-BESC 
consumers react on brand-related stimuli compared to low-BESC consumers, in this case eWOM. It is 
expected that the level of BESC affects the way consumers deal with eWOM messages.  
 
H9: High-BESC consumers are more sensitive for eWOM than low-BESC consumers 
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2.2 Structural model 
Figure 3 presents the structural model of this study. Six direct relations and three moderating 
relations are investigated in this study.  
 
 
Figure 3: Structural model 
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2.3 Hypothesis overview 
Table 2 presents the hypothesis overview of this study.  
 
Table 2: Hypothesis overview 
Nr. Hypothesis References 
H1 Attitudinal loyalty has a positive effect on 
behavioural loyalty 
(Grisaffe & Nguyen, 2011; Iglesias, Singh, & Batista-
Foguet, 2011; Thomson, Maclnnis, & Park, 2005) 
H2 Trust has a positive effect on attitudinal 
brand loyalty 
(Yap, Ramaya, & Shahidan, 2012; Porral & Levy-
Mangin, 2016; Veloutsou, 2015) 
H3 Trust has a positive effect on behavioural 
brand loyalty 
(Yap, Ramaya, & Shahidan, 2012; Porral & Levy-
Mangin, 2016; Veloutsou, 2015) 
H4 Satisfaction has a positive effect on trust (Yap, Ramaya, & Shahidan, 2012; Tsao & Hsieh, 
2012) 
H5 Satisfaction has a positive effect on 
attitudinal brand loyalty 
(Burton, Sheather, & Roberts, 2003; Fornell, 1992; 
Yap, Ramaya, & Shahidan, 2012; Veloutsou, 2015) 
H6 Satisfaction has a positive effect on 
behavioural brand loyalty 
(Burton, Sheather, & Roberts, 2003; Fornell, 1992; 
Yap, Ramaya, & Shahidan, 2012; Veloutsou, 2015) 
H7 Negativity bias: Negative eWOM is 
stronger than positive eWOM 
 
(Fiske, 1980; Rozin & Royzman, 2001; Baumeister, 
Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001; Ahluwalia, 
Unnava, & Burnkrant, 2000; Geng, Hon-Kwong, & 
Xiaoning, 2012) 
H8 H8: Positive and negative eWOM have 
asymmetric effects on attitudinal and 
behavioural loyalty: While positive eWOM 
affects behavioural loyalty more, negative 
eWOM affects attitudinal loyalty more 
(Martensen & Grønholdt, 2016; Porral & Levy-
Mangin, 2016; East, Hammond, & Wright, 2007; 
Sweeney, Soutar, & Mazzarol, 2014) 
H9 High-BESC consumers are more sensitive 
for eWOM than low-BESC consumers 
(Sprott, Czellar, & Spangenberg, 2009) 
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3 Methodology  
In this section, the methodology of this research is discussed. This includes the actual research design 
as well as the method of data collection, the operationalization of variables and the methods of data 
analysis. The chapter concludes with methodological issues. 
 
3.1 Research design  
In this research, differences in effects between positive and negative eWOM are investigated. A 
quantitative research design fits the most to this research topic, because there’s a lot of information 
about eWOM and the (relationships between) variables and because one of the objectives is to 
examine relationships between several variables (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2012). Experimental 
Vignette Method (EVM) is used as research design. EVM is particular useful when researchers need 
to exercise control of independent variables to gather evidence regarding causation (Aguinis & 
Bradley, 2014), in this case positive and negative eWOM. EVM is also an appropriate method when 
researchers are faced with ethical dilemmas associated with conducting experimental research 
(Aguinis & Bradley, 2014). That is also the case in this study. Real (web)shops weren’t willing to 
participate, because for example an intervention during the survey with negative eWOM could 
actually influence their customers on a negative way. This was the main reason why it seemed 
impossible to find participating (web)shops for the empirical part of the research. The research will 
be cross-sectional, because the time constrains of this academic research does not allow doing 
longitudinal measurements. This means that this study will examine the eWOM phenomena at a 
particular time.  
 
A regular quantitative vignette study consists of two components: A vignette experiment as the core 
element, and a survey for the measurement of additional respondent-specific characteristics 
(Atzmüller & Steiner, 2010). EVM is a method where so called vignettes (illustrations of a particular 
situation/scenario) are presented and questions are asked about certain constructs with the vignette 
in mind. Paper People Studies is a form of EVM and means that vignettes will be presented to 
participants and participants will be asked to make explicit decisions, judgments and express 
behavioural preferences as a result of the vignette that was presented to them (Aguinis & Bradley, 
2014). This means that a vignette will be used as an intervention to describe a certain situation on 
which the questions will be related to. This is also the type that will be used in this research. 
Participants in this research were confronted by YouTube movies with either positive or negative 
reviews about the smartphone brand they possessed. To ensure the participant was not influenced 
by the fact that every question was asked multiple times, the questions were randomized in the 
online survey. 
 
A combination of a between- and within-person design is chosen. Each participant is confronted with 
either a vignette with positive or negative eWOM (between-person), but a comparison will be made 
between the answers before and after the intervention (within-person). This is chosen to ensure the 
participants will not be confronted with too much information and that their starting point is zero. 
Figure 4 shows a framework of the research design. 
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Figure 4: Research design 
 
Aguinis and Bradley (2014) state that providing sufficient information and context is extremely 
important when using this research design. An extensive introduction is given and the vignette 
contained as much context as possible. Both surveys were spread within the researchers own 
network. IP-addresses were checked to ensure participants did not participate more than once. 
 
Mainly because of practical reasons, the research will focus on a specific product type: Smartphones. 
Smartphones are products that most people have in possession. In addition, most people replace 
their smartphones every few years for another one.  For 2016, the number of smartphone users was 
forecasted to reach 2.1 billion and over 2.8 billion in 2020 worldwide (Statista, 2016). Figure 5 shows 
an illustration of the expected growth of smartphone users worldwide. 
 
 
Figure 5: Smartphone users worldwide, adopted from Statista.com 
 
3.2 Data collection 
Data is collected through two online surveys; both with another vignette. There are several reasons 
to choose for an online survey. First, a survey increases the accessibility, because it takes a relative 
little effort to participate (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2012). According to Saunders et al. (2012) 
this mostly leads to a higher response rate. In addition, participating in the survey is anonymously. 
This minimalizes the chance that the participant is influenced by external factors and that the 
participant’s opinions are influenced by for example the interviewer (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 
2012). The reliability and internal validity increases because of this.   
  
To ensure that the questionnaire does fit in the research objectives, only validated questions with at 
least one reference from earlier studies are used. The questionnaire is validated among a lecturer, 
several students and a few people within the researcher’s network to ensure the questionnaire is 
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clear, compact and unambiguous. For each construct, at least four questions were implemented and 
each item will be measured by an ordinal 7-point Likert scale.  
 
Because the quality of the vignette is extremely important (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014), also this part of 
the research is validated and tested extensively. Studies from Aguinis and Bradley (2014) and 
Atzmüller and Steiner (2010) were used to implement their best practices for EVM research and after 
designing the vignette, the vignette was presented to a test group to collect tips to enhance the 
realistic factor of the vignette. The survey and vignette were both tested and optimized multiple 
times before publication. A script of the questionnaires can be found in attachment 7.3. 
 
3.3 Operationalization 
In chapter two all specific constructs are explained. To operationalise these construct into specific 
indicators, studies with comparable constructs were consulted to implement validated questions into 
the survey. Some questions are from studies in a particular context (e.g. tourism), so these questions 
were reworded so they are suitable for this mobile phone brand context survey. Paragraph 3.3.1 
contains all the constructs and indicators. The complete list of indicators including the Dutch 
translation of each indicator is presented in attachment 7.1. All constructs are measured using a 7-
point Likert scale. A 7-point Likert scale is chosen because this gives a higher variance of choices than 
a 5-point Likert scale.  
 
3.3.1 Constructs and indicators 
Satisfaction 
Four questions were asked to measure satisfaction. These questions were asked through a 7-point 
Likert scale (“Totally disagree” 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 “Totally agree”):  
1. Overall, my experience with [brand name] is positive (Jaiswal & Niraj, 2011). 
2. Overall, I’m satisfied with [brand name] (Fornell, 1992). 
3. [brand name] fulfils my expectations (Fornell, 1992). 
4. This product is equal compared to my hypothetical ideal product (Fornell, 1992). 
 
Trust 
Six questions were asked to measure trust. These questions were asked through a 7-point Likert scale 
(“Totally disagree” 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 “Totally agree”): 
1. I trust [brand name] (Hegner & Jevons, 2016; So, King, Sparks, & Wang, 2016). 
2. I rely on [brand name] (Hegner & Jevons, 2016; So, King, Sparks, & Wang, 2016). 
3. [brand name] is an honest brand (So, King, Sparks, & Wang, 2016). 
4. [brand name] is safe (So, King, Sparks, & Wang, 2016). 
5. [brand name] meets with my real needs (Crosby, Evans, & Cowles, 1990). 
6. I believe that [brand name] will serve my long-term interest (Crosby, Evans, & Cowles, 1990). 
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Loyalty 
As explained earlier, loyalty has been split into two constructs: attitudinal and behavioural loyalty.  
 
Attitudinal brand loyalty 
Five questions were asked to measure attitudinal brand loyalty. These questions were asked 
through a 7-point Likert scale (“Totally disagree” 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 “Totally agree”): 
1. My relationship with [brand name] has a great deal of personal meaning to me (Tanford, 
2013). 
2. I feel emotionally attached to [brand name] (Tanford, 2013). 
3. I have a sense of belonging to [brand name] (Tanford, 2013). 
4. I feel like a part of a family as a customer of [brand name] (Tanford, 2013). 
5. I am committed to [brand name] (So, King, Sparks, & Wang, 2016). 
 
Behavioural brand loyalty 
Five questions were asked to measure behavioural brand loyalty. These questions were asked 
through a 7-point Likert scale (“Totally disagree” 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 “Totally agree”): 
1. I consider [brand name] to be my first choice in mobile phones (Tanford, 2013). 
2. Although there are alternatives, I still like staying with [brand name] (Tanford, 2013). 
3. I plan to buy this brand more often in the next few years (Tanford, 2013). 
4. I would recommend [brand name] to someone who seeks my advice (Tanford, 2013). 
5. I say positive things about [brand name] to other people (Tanford, 2013). 
 
BESC 
Eight questions were asked to measure BESC. These questions were asked through a 7-point Likert 
scale (“Totally disagree” 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 “Totally agree”). To define high- and low-BESC the construct 
was split into two groups; high- (4-7) and low-BESC (1-4). This is in line with how Sprott et al. (2009) 
validated the construct: 
1. I have a special bond with the brands that I like (Sprott, Czellar, & Spangenberg, 2009); 
2. I consider my favourite brands to be a part of myself (Sprott, Czellar, & Spangenberg, 2009); 
3. I often feel a personal connection between my brands and me (Sprott, Czellar, & 
Spangenberg, 2009); 
4. Part of me is defined by important brands in my life (Sprott, Czellar, & Spangenberg, 2009); 
5. I feel as if I have a close personal connection with the brands I most prefer (Sprott, Czellar, & 
Spangenberg, 2009);  
6. I can identify with important brands in my life (Sprott, Czellar, & Spangenberg, 2009); 
7. There are links between the brands that I prefer and how I view myself (Sprott, Czellar, & 
Spangenberg, 2009); 
8. My favourite brands are an important indication of who I am (Sprott, Czellar, & Spangenberg, 
2009). 
 
Table 3 shows a summary of the constructs, the details per construct and their references.   
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Table 3: Constructs 
Construct No. of 
measurements 
Type of question Reference 
Satisfaction 4 7-point Likert scale (Fornell, 1992; Jaiswal & Niraj, 
2011) 
Trust 6 7-point Likert scale (So, King, Sparks, & Wang, 2016; 
Crosby, Evans, & Cowles, 1990; 
Hegner & Jevons, 2016) 
Attitudinal loyalty 5 7-point Likert scale (Tanford, 2013; So, King, Sparks, 
& Wang, 2016) 
Behavioural loyalty 5 7-point Likert-scale (Tanford, 2013) 
Brand Engagement in 
Self-Concept (BESC) 
8 7-point Likert scale (Sprott, Czellar, & Spangenberg, 
2009) 
 
3.3.2 General information 
Besides the specific questions related to the structural model, several general questions were asked. 
For example the gender, age, study background and SNSs usage is questioned. These questions are 
only asked to be able to describe the sample, because analysis shows that these characteristics don’t 
correlate with the model variables.  
 
3.4 Data analysis 
Multiple analysis methods are used to analyse the results of the research. Each of the methods has a 
specific goal. Two different software programs are used; SPSS and Smart-PLS. This is because a part 
of this research is analysed using a partial least squares – structural equation modelling method (PLS-
SEM). SEM is a family of statistical techniques permitting researchers to test complex multivariate 
models (Weston & Gore, 2010). Smart-PLS is a software package that is particular useful for this type 
of analysis method. The data analysis phase consists of three phases:  
 
Figure 6: Data analysis phases 
 
3.4.1 Preliminary data analysis 
The preliminary data analysis phase is used to analyse the dataset for eventual errors and to edit the 
dataset for further analysis. This phase consists of the following analyses:  
- Check for monotone responses; 
- Check for outliers; 
- Missing value analysis (MVA); 
- Normality check (Kolmogorov-Smirnov, Shapiro-Wilkinson, skewness and Kurtosis test); 
- Common method bias (CMB); 
- Factor analysis (PCA).  
IBM SPSS Statistics (22) is used for these analyses. The result of these analyses is an edited and final 
data analysis file for further analysis.   
Preliminary data 
analysis 
•Preparing / verifying the 
dataset for further 
analysis 
Analysis of the outer 
model 
•Testing the validity and 
reliability of the outer 
model 
Analysis of the inner 
model 
•Testing the actual 
relations (hypothesis) of 
the inner model 
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3.4.2 Analysis of the outer model 
As a result of the preliminary data analysis, a final dataset file is created for further analysis. The next 
step is to verify if the outer model (the constructs and corresponding indicators) is valid and reliable 
for hypotheses testing. This phase consists of the following analyses:  
- Reliability (composite and indicator reliability); 
- Convergent validity (AVE); 
- Discriminant validity (Fornell-Larcker criterion, (cross) loadings and HTMT); 
Smart-PLS (v3) is used for these analyses. In case (one of these) methods show that particular 
constructs and/or indicators are not suitable for this research, the structural model could be 
adjusted. The result of this phase is a final model for hypotheses testing.  
 
3.4.3 Analysis of the inner model 
The second data analysis phase is to analyse the inner model. In this phase the inner model is tested 
using specific calculation methods to see if the formulated hypotheses regarding the model variables 
in chapter 2 are supported or not. The procedure of structural model assessment is followed in this 
phase (Hair, Sarstedt, Hopkins, & Kuppelwieser, 2014): 
 
Figure 7: Structural model assessment (Hair et al., 2014) 
 
The following analysis methods were used: 
- Collinearity assessment (VIF);  
- Size and significance of the path coefficients (p-value/t-statistics); 
- R²; 
- F²; 
- Multi-group analysis. 
 
3.4.4 Analysis of mean scores 
The final data analysis phase is to analyse the actual effect of the experiment. To compare pre-test 
and post-test scores, a specific calculation method is used; gainscore analysis. The reason why the 
gainscores needed to be calculated is because we want to compare a positive with a negative effect. 
The following analyses will be used: 
- T Test (independent and paired); 
- Non-parametric test. 
 
3.5 Methodological issues 
In this study, some methodological issues are recognized. For each issue, solutions and actions are 
reported that are taken to minimalize the chance and/or impact of these issues.  
Collinearity 
assessment 
Relevance 
and 
significance 
of the 
structural 
model 
relationships 
Level of R² 
Effect sizes of 
f² 
Predictive 
relevance of 
Q² and the 
effect sizes of 
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3.5.1 Time limitation 
Because this study is conducted as part of a Master’s programme, limited time was available. This 
possibly influenced the number of respondents in this research. Also, no longitudinal measurements 
were done.  
 
3.5.2 Sample size 
The second issue is the sample size. There are various opinions about how large the sample size 
should be in SEM. The minimum sample size for a PLS model should be ten times the largest number 
of inner model paths directed at a particular construct in the inner model (Hair, Sarstedt, Hopkins, & 
Kuppelwieser, 2014). That means a total of 30 observations (15 respondents) were needed.  
 
3.5.3 Validity 
It is important to know if the research measures what you want to measure. This is called the 
validity. The validity is split into internal and external validity. 
 
Internal validity 
Because of the fact that EVM is used as a research method, there is a lot of control over de 
independent variable. Few to none external factors will influence the participants in this research. 
This enhances the internal validity. Several tests were done to demonstrate the internal validity. 
 
External validity 
The external validity means is about if the inferences in this research, can be generalized to other 
situations and to other people. To maximize the external validity, the sample size must be as high as 
possible. With this, the sample will be broader and the conclusions can be more generalizable over 
other people. In addition, the independent variable (eWOM) is not caused by other factors.  
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4 Results 
In this section, the results of the current research are presented. The chapter starts with an 
explanation of the sample size. In addition, the sample is explained using the characteristics 
indicators and a presentation of the preliminary data analysis is given to ensure the validity and 
reliability of the sample that is used. After this, each hypothesis is tested using multiple data analysis 
methods. Finally, an overview is given about the supported and not-supported hypothesis.  
 
4.1 Sample size 
A total of 279 respondents participated in this research. Because each respondent conducted a pre- 
and a post-test, a total of 558 observations are acquired. Because the research focusses on positive 
and negative eWOM, there were two different surveys. The survey containing positive eWOM was 
filled in 139 times, while the survey containing negative eWOM was filled in 140 times. We therefore 
have a dataset containing 279 unique respondents and 558 observations.  
 
The minimum sample size for a PLS model should be ten times the largest number of inner model 
paths directed at a particular construct in the inner model (Hair, Sarstedt, Hopkins, & Kuppelwieser, 
2014). The maximum numbers of inner model paths is this model is three. Therefore, we at least 
needed a total of 30 observations. The sample size therefore is sufficient for data analysis using the 
partial least squares – structural equation modelling method (PLS-SEM), because we acquired a total 
of 558 observations.  
 
4.2 Sample characteristics 
For describing the sample characteristics, we use the total amount of respondents, which is 279. The 
survey contained questions about gender, age, educational level and social media usage. The 
dispersion of the sample is presented in table 4, 5, 6 and figure 8.  
 
Table 4: Sex ratio 
Gender Number of respondents Percentage 
Male 133 48% 
Female 146 52% 
Total 279 100% 
 
Table 5: Age ratio 
Age Number of respondents Percentage 
<18 years old 5 1% 
18-30 years old 150 54% 
31-50 years old 89 32% 
51-65 years old 30 11% 
>65 years old 4 1% 
Total 277 100% 
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Table 6: Educational level ratio 
Educational level Number of respondents Percentage 
Basic school 0 0% 
VMBO/LBO 4 1% 
HAVO/VWO 43 16% 
MBO 17 6% 
HBO 104 38% 
WO 109 39% 
Total 277 100% 
 
The data in table 4 shows that the gender ratio is well dispersed. The age distribution in table 5 
shows that the age ratio is fairly distributed, but the youngest and oldest groups are a bit 
underrepresented compared to the group of 18-30 years old. Most of the respondents are between 
18 and 50 years old. The educational level ratio in table 6 shows that the largest group of 
respondents has a high educational level. Apparently, the group of lower educational level was 
harder to reach or was less willing to participate in this survey.  
 
Figure 8 shows the social media users among participants. It shows us that Whatsapp and Facebook 
are the most popular SNSs and most participants use these SNSs between one and ten times a day. 
 
Figure 8: Social media use among participants 
 
4.3 Preliminary Data Analysis (PDA) 
The preliminary data analysis is the analysis of the dataset to ensure that the data is reliable and 
validated, before the hypothesis are tested and results are presented. The dataset is checked for 
monotone responses, reversed items, outliers, missing values, data imputation, normality and 
common method bias. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test and Shapiro-Wilkinson test showed that we 
deal with non-normal distributed data (see attachment 7.2.1). In addition, principal component 
analysis (PCA) in SPSS shows that there could be a problem with factor analysis (see attachment 
7.2.2). Some variables correlate high in multiple factors. In Smart-PLS (PLS-SEM) therefore, this is 
analysed in more detail and there was a specific note on the possibility of multicollinearity. Hence, no 
further aberrant data was found. Yet, there were missing values in four records. For that reason, we 
started the PDA with 558 records (279 respondents), but due to the missing values analysis, four 
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records (two respondents) were removed from the sample. A total of 554 records (277 respondents) 
are included in the final analysis.  
 
4.4 Reliability and validity of the model 
Before analysing the structural model, the reliability and validity of the model will be discussed by 
looking at the composite reliability, indicator reliability and discriminant validity. The results 
presented below are all based on the complete dataset.  The analysis of the individual groups (pre-
negative, post-negative, pre-positive and post-positive), as well as any other analysis output can be 
found in appendix 7.2.3.  
 
4.4.1 Composite reliability 
Using the composite reliability (CR), the reliability of the model is measured. The reason why CR is 
used instead of Cronbach Alpha, is because Hair et al. (2014) state that CR is a more suitable method 
for assessing the reliability. This is because CR prioritizes the indicators based on their individual 
reliability, where Cronbach Alpha is based on similar reliability. For a construct to be reliable, CR 
value must be higher than 0.708.  
 
4.4.2 Convergent validity 
Convergent validity is the extent to which a measure correlates positively with alternative measures 
of the same construct. Hair et al. (2014) state that an AVE value of at least 0.5 is the rule of thumb, 
because a latent variable should at least explain an indicator’s variance for 50%. This means that 
outer loadings of the latent variables should at least load for 0.708 (0.708² = 0.50). Table 7 presents 
the CR and the AVE for the complete dataset.  
 
Table 7: Composite Reliability (CR) and convergent validity – Average Variance Extracted (AVE) 
Construct Composite Reliability 
(CR) 
Average Variance Extracted 
(AVE) 
Satisfaction 0.942 0.802 
Trust 0.938 0.717 
Attitudinal loyalty 0.951 0.796 
Behavioural loyalty 0.955 0.808 
 
As presented in table 7, the CR score for each construct is above the minimum of 0.708 and the AVE 
score for each construct is above the minimum of 0.5. Also all the outer loadings of the individual 
indicators are above the minimum of 0.708, as shown in table 8.  
 
Table 8: Outer loadings 
Indicator Satisfaction Trust Attitudinal loyalty Behavioural loyalty 
1 0.918 0.891 0.893 0.902 
2 0.923 0.879 0.910 0.919 
3 0.868 0.811 0.913 0.897 
4 0.871 0.886 0.865 0.898 
5  0.784 0.879 0.879 
23 
 
 
4.4.3 Discriminant validity 
Discriminant validity is the extent to which a construct is truly distinct from other constructs. It 
therefore measures the uniqueness of a construct and that it measures aspects that aren’t measured 
by other constructs. There are several ways to examine the discriminant validity; by examining the 
Fornell-Larcker criterion, the cross loadings and the heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio. In this 
chapter, we discuss all three ways to ensure the discriminant validity of the model.  
 
Table 9: Discriminant validity: Fornell Larcker criterion  
 Attitudinal 
loyalty 
Behavioural 
loyalty 
Satisfaction Trust 
Attitudinal loyalty 0.892    
Behavioural 
loyalty 
0.595 0.899   
Satisfaction 0.487 0.834 0.895  
Trust 0.620 0.748 0.811 0.847 
 
Table 9 presents the Fornell-Larcker criterion for the complete model. The rule of thumb is that the 
value for each construct may not be higher in another construct. This is the case in our situation. This 
implies that the construct does not share more variance with any other construct with its associated 
indicators.  
 
Table 10: Discriminant validity: Heterotrait-monotrait ratio (HTMT) 
 Attitudinal 
loyalty 
Behavioural 
loyalty 
Satisfaction Trust 
Attitudinal loyalty     
Behavioural loyalty 0.630    
Satisfaction 0.519 0.894   
Trust 0.666 0.796 0.878  
 
Table 10 presents the HTMT values. The HTMT value needs to be below 0.9 to establish discriminant 
validity in the model. This is the case in this situation. This means discriminant validity has been 
established.   
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Table 11: Discriminant validity: Cross (outer) loadings 
Indicator/ 
construct 
Satisfaction Trust Attitudinal loyalty Behavioural 
loyalty 
SAT1 0.918 0.734 0.424 0.761 
SAT2 0.923 0.742 0.419 0.766 
SAT3 0.868 0.698 0.368 0.677 
SAT4 0.871 0.729 0.521 0.777 
TRU1 0.762 0.891 0.521 0.699 
TRU2 0.684 0.879 0.512 0.627 
TRU3 0.560 0.811 0.497 0.495 
TRU4 0.738 0.886 0.479 0.658 
TRU5 0.666 0.784 0.556 0.622 
TRU6 0.688 0.826 0.582 0.671 
ALO1 0.409 0.556 0.893 0.503 
ALO2 0.432 0.540 0.910 0.528 
ALO3 0.453 0.554 0.913 0.550 
ALO4 0.367 0.507 0.865 0.450 
ALO5 0.495 0.601 0.879 0.605 
BLO1 0.726 0.647 0.508 0.902 
BLO2 0.727 0.653 0.559 0.919 
BLO3 0.696 0.633 0.558 0.897 
BLO4 0.775 0.679 0.548 0.898 
BLO5 0.816 0.741 0.498 0.879 
 
Table 11 presents the outer cross loadings for each construct and indicator. For the outer cross 
loadings it’s also the rule of thumb that each indicator’s loading should not be higher in any other 
construct than the construct that he belongs to. This is also the case in our situation.  
 
4.5 Structural model results 
The next step is to assess the final structural model and test the hypotheses that were formulated in 
chapter 2.3.  
 
4.5.1 Collinearity analysis 
Collinearity analysis is a method to analyse the correlations between constructs in the model. One 
method to analyse this is with variance inflation factor (VIF). The rule of thumb is that VIF may not 
exceed 4 for each relation between constructs (Hair, Sarstedt, Hopkins, & Kuppelwieser, 2014).  
 
Table 12: Collinearity analysis: VIF values for the complete model 
 Trust Attitudinal loyalty Behavioural loyalty 
Satisfaction 1.000 2.927 2.931 
Trust  2.927 3.637 
Attitudinal loyalty   1.628 
 
As presented in table 12, none of the constructs exceeds the VIF value of 4. This means that there is 
no multicollinearity in the inner model. This means the model is ready for hypothesis testing. 
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4.5.2 Path coefficients and significance  
The first step in analysing the relations between constructs is to analyse the path coefficients. A path 
coefficient indicates the strength of a relationship between two variables. On the next page also a 
total image of the final model is presented in figure 9, including the path coefficients, t-statistics and 
p-values of the total model. Path coefficients close to +1 indicate a very strong positive relationship 
(and vice versa for negative values). The closer the coefficients are to 0, the weaker the relation is. 
Relations between variables with path coefficients very close to 0 are mostly not significant (Hair, 
Sarstedt, Hopkins, & Kuppelwieser, 2014). In addition, the direct and indirect effects were analysed 
and presented in attachment 7.2.3 and 7.2.4.  
 
Table 13: Path coefficients  
 Total model Pre-Negative Post-Negative Pre-Positive Post-Positive 
AL -> BL 0.231 0.202 0.190 0.291 0.176 
S -> AL -0.049 0.055 -0.092 -0.089 -0.091 
S -> BL 0.678 0.641 0.653 0.678 0.767 
S -> T 0.811 0.800 0.815 0.784 0.833 
T -> AL 0.660 0.578 0.701 0.678 0.674 
T -> BL 0.055 0.148 0.098 0.019 -0.022 
 
Table 13 presents the path coefficients of the different relations in the model. In the first column, the 
path coefficients of the total model are presented. In the following columns, the results of the pre- 
and post-test are presented individually. In table 14, the significance of the above relations is 
presented with the p-value and t-statistics. For a relation to be recognized as significant, the results 
in all the individual tests need to be above the rule of thumb.1  
 
Table 14: Significance of path-relations - T-statistics and P-values2 
 Total model Pre-Negative Post-Negative Pre-Positive Post-Positive 
AL –> BL 8.055 (0.000***) 4.474 (0.000***) 2.975 (0.003**) 5.318 (0.000***) 3.172 (0.002**) 
S -> AL 0.935 (0.350) 0.555 (0.579) 0.964 (0.335) 0.937 (0.349) 0.688 (0.491) 
S -> BL 16.710 (0.000***) 10.385 (0.000***) 7.161 (0.000***) 9.548 (0.000***) 7.205 (0.000***) 
S -> T 51.084 (0.000***) 22.615 (0.000***) 25.715 (0.000***) 23.135 (0.000***) 31.404 (0.000***) 
T -> AL 13.283 (0.000***) 5.966 (0.000***) 8.000 (0.000***) 7.541 (0.000***) 5.383 (0.000***) 
T -> BL 1.162 (0.245) 2.113 (0.035*) 0.928 (0.354) 0.230 (0.818) 0.183 (0.855) 
 
As presented in table 14, most of the relations are significant in every individual test. The relation 
between satisfaction and attitudinal loyalty, and trust and behavioural loyalty seems to be weak and 
not significant. The rest of the relations are at least medium (sometimes strong) and also significant. 
Figure 9 shows an illustration of the structural model, including the path coefficients and significance 
(t-statistics and p-values) of the total test.  
  
                                                          
1
 The p-value has to be lower than 0.05 and the t-statistics value needs to be higher than 1.96.  
2
 * indicates a significance with a confidence interval of 5%, * with 1% and *** with 0,1% 
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Figure 9: Final model incl. path coefficients and p-values for total model 
 
 
4.5.3 R² values 
The R² value is a measure of the model’s predictive accuracy. It is calculated by the squared 
correlation between specific endogenous construct’s actual and predicted values (Hair, Sarstedt, 
Hopkins, & Kuppelwieser, 2014). The rule of thumb in social science general is that a R² of 0.20 or 
higher are considered high. Table 15 contains the R² and adjusted R² values and shows that all 
constructs in this model are above 0.20.  
 
Table 15: R² (R²-adjusted) 
 Total 
model 
Pre- 
Negative 
Post- 
Negative 
Pre- 
Positive 
Post- 
Positive 
Attitudinal 
loyalty 
0.386 (0.384) 0.388 (0.379) 0.394 (0.385) 0.373 (0.364) 0.361 (0.351) 
Behavioural 
loyalty 
0.744 (0.742) 0.797 (0.793) 0.718 (0.712) 0.751 (0.745) 0.715 (0.709) 
Trust 0.658 (0.658) 0.641 (0.638) 0.664 (0.662) 0.614 (0.611) 0.695 (0.692) 
 
4.5.4 F² values 
After calculating the R² value of all endogenous constructs, the change in the R² value when a 
specified exogenous construct is omitted from the model can be used to evaluate whether the 
omitted construct has a substantive impact on the endogenous constructs: the f² effect size (Hair, 
Sarstedt, Hopkins, & Kuppelwieser, 2014). The effect of a specific exogenous (independent) variable 
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on an endogenous (dependent) variable is measured by means of f². This allows the change in the 
value of R² is computed when a particular exogenous variable is removed from the model. Rule of 
thumb is that effects of 0.02 are seen as small, 0.15 as medium and from 0.35 are seen as large.  
 
Table 16: F² 
 Total model Pre-Negative Post-Negative Pre-Positive Post-Positive 
AL –> BL 0.128 0.123 0.078 0.213 0.070 
S -> AL 0.001 0.002 0.005 0.005 0.004 
S -> BL 0.611 0.726 0.505 0.713 0.628 
S -> T 1.927 1.783 1.980 1.592 2.275 
T -> AL 0.242 0.196 0.272 0.283 0.217 
T -> BL 0.003 0.033 0.009 0.000 0.000 
 
As presented in table 16, the same variables show strong relations as seen in previous analysis, like 
the path coefficients. And again, the relation between satisfaction and attitudinal loyalty and trust 
and behavioural loyalty seems to be weak and not significant. 
 
4.6 The difference between positive and negative eWOM 
In the previous chapter, the direct relations between various variables were analysed using Smart-
PLS. In this chapter, the effect of eWOM on consumers is assessed to see if there actually is a 
difference in effect between positive and negative eWOM and if the category variable BESC 
strengthens the effect of eWOM. To analyse this, several T Tests and non-parametric tests are done 
in SPSS. The reason why SPSS is used instead of Smart-PLS is because PLS and other covariance based 
techniques do not allow for simultaneous comparison of mean differences between dependent 
variables, which is a critical requirement in experimental studies (Gupta, 2014), like ours.  
 
4.6.1 The negativity bias in eWOM messages through SNSs 
To analyse the differences in impact between positive and negative eWOM, it is first important to 
analyse what effect the vignettes had on the participants. Table 17 shows that the vignette in both 
the negative and positive eWOM survey affected the participants. There are clear differences 
between the pre- and post-test mean scores for each construct.  
Next step is to check if these differences are significant. With this, we can determine if eWOM 
through SNSs has a significant effect on consumers. Paired-sample T Test is a method to calculate the 
significance of mean values between pre- and post-tests of the same group. Table 17 shows that 
both negative and positive eWOM have a significant effect on all measured constructs in the 
structural model. The differences in means between the two pre-tests are minimal, which is a 
positive thing.  
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Table 17: Mean differences between pre- and post-tests 
 
Satisfaction Trust 
Attitudinal 
loyalty 
Behavioural 
loyalty 
Negative 
eWOM 
Pre-test 5.290 4.732 2.962 5.133 
Std. deviation 1.102 1.183 1.413 1.397 
Post-test 4.862 4.269 2.457 4.532 
Std. deviation 1.280 1.348 1.377 1.379 
Mean difference (-) 0.428 (-) 0.463 (-) 0.505 (-) 0.601 
Significance (p-value) 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
Positive 
eWOM 
Pre-test 5.016 4.490 2.905 5.013 
Std. deviation 1.133 1.278 1.473 1.470 
Post-test 5.335 4.769 3.354 5.331 
Std. deviation 1.117 1.278 1.535 1.344 
Mean difference (+) 0.318 (+) 0.279 (+) 0.449 (+) 0.318 
Significance (p-value) 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
 
Also there seems to be a difference in the impact between positive and negative eWOM: In general, 
negative eWOM seems to have more effect than positive eWOM, especially on trust and behavioural 
loyalty, regarding the absolute mean differences. In addition, positive eWOM seems to affect 
attitudinal loyalty more than behavioural loyalty, also according to the differences in means. To see if 
there is a significant difference between positive and negative eWOM, an analysis of the gain scores 
is the most appropriate way. The gain score is the absolute difference between the average scores of 
the pre- and post-test for a specific construct.  
 
To do this, the gain score per test is calculated with the following formula: 
 
𝐆𝐚𝐢𝐧𝐬𝐜𝐨𝐫𝐞 𝐩𝐨𝐬𝐢𝐭𝐢𝐯𝐞 𝐞𝐖𝐎𝐌 𝐭𝐞𝐬𝐭 =
sumscore posttest − sumscore pretest
number of indicators
 
 
𝐆𝐚𝐢𝐧𝐬𝐜𝐨𝐫𝐞 𝐧𝐞𝐠𝐚𝐭𝐢𝐯𝐞 𝐞𝐖𝐎𝐌 𝐭𝐞𝐬𝐭 =
sumscore pretest − sumscore posttest
number of indicators
 
 
The reason that the calculation differs among each test is because for the analysis of the gain scores, 
it is important that we compare positive numbers with positive numbers (apples with apples), which 
is a problem when we compare a positive versus a negative effect. 
 
Table 18: Gainscore comparison between negative and positive eWOM 
 
Negative eWOM Positive eWOM 
Independent-samples 
T Test 
Average gain 
score 
Std. 
deviation 
Average gain 
score  
Std. 
deviation 
Difference P-value 
Satisfaction 0.428 0.593 0.318 0.530 0.102 0.107 
Trust 0.463 0.562 0.279 0.519 0.184 0.005* 
Attitudinal 
loyalty 
0.505 0.497 0.449 0.697 0.056 0.483 
Behavioural 
loyalty 
0.601 0.646 0.318 0.549 0.283 0.000*** 
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Table 18 shows the average gain scores per construct, the standard deviation and the significance of 
the difference. This is calculated by an independent-samples T Test. An independent-samples T Test 
is most appropriate when mean scores of two independent groups need to be compared. It shows 
that negative eWOM indeed has a significantly stronger effect than positive eWOM on consumers’ 
level of trust and behavioural loyalty. It also has a stronger effect on satisfaction and attitudinal 
loyalty, but this is not found significant. This confirms the negativity bias in eWOM messages, 
regarding consumers’ behavioural loyalty toward brands.  
 
Because our dataset is non-normal distributed, a Mann-Whitney U test is also conducted to analyse 
the differences in impact. This test compares the median gain scores of each construct, instead of the 
mean gain scores. Table 19 shows the results of the Mann-Whitney U Test. This shows us 
confirmatory results. 
 
Table 19: Mann-Whitney U test (non-parametric test) 
Null hypothesis P-value Decision 
The distribution of Gain Score Satisfaction is the same across 
categories of 1 (negative eWOM) and 3 (positive eWOM) 
0.121 Retain the null 
hypothesis 
The distribution of Gain Score Trust is the same across categories of 
1 (negative eWOM) and 3 (positive eWOM) 
0.012* Reject the null 
hypothesis 
The distribution of Gain Score Attitudinal loyalty is the same across 
categories of 1 (negative eWOM) and 3 (positive eWOM) 
0.266 Retain the null 
hypothesis 
The distribution of Gain Score Behavioural loyalty is the same across 
categories of 1 (negative eWOM) and 3 (positive eWOM) 
0.001** Reject the null 
hypothesis 
 
4.6.2 The asymmetric effects of positive and negative eWOM on attitude and behaviour 
Next, we will analyse if there is a difference in how consumers react on negative and positive eWOM. 
Our hypothesis says that positive eWOM affects behaviour more, while negative eWOM affects 
attitude more. To analyse this, we compared the gain score between attitudinal loyalty and 
behavioural loyalty in the positive and the negative test with paired sample T Test. We did this with 
absolute gain scores, as well as with standardized gain scores (Z-scores), because using Z-scores is 
specifically appropriate when comparing scores of different variables. This shows us the following 
results: 
 
Table 20: Paired Samples T Test with ALO and BLO 
Test Gain score 
difference  
(ALO – BLO) 
Std. deviation P-value 
Negative eWOM 
Absolute -0.096 0.651 0.086*3 
Standardized -0.189 1.064 0.039* 
Positive eWOM 
Absolute 0.137 0.657 0.015* 
Standardized 0.188 1.081 0.043* 
 
Table 20 shows us that negative eWOM has significantly more effect on behavioural loyalty then on 
attitudinal loyalty (with a confidence interval of 90% instead of 95%), while positive eWOM has 
                                                          
3
 For this calculation a confidence interval of 90% is used instead of 95% 
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significantly more effect on attitudinal loyalty then on behavioural loyalty. This is quite surprising; 
because our hypothesis was exact the opposite of this. On the other hand, this is a research area with 
a lot of conflicting results and also in this case, it shows us results we did not expect. Yet, these 
results confirm the expected asymmetric effects between positive and negative eWOM on attitudinal 
and behavioural loyalty.  
 
4.6.3 The moderating effect of BESC on the impact of eWOM messages through SNSs 
To analyse the differences in eWOM effects among the two BESC-groups, it is first important to 
analyse if the vignettes had sufficient effect on the participants in both groups. Table 21 and 22 
shows that the vignette in both the groups affected the participants. There are clear differences 
between the pre- and post-test mean scores for each construct in each group. Also, in all cases the 
paired paired-samples T Test shows that the differences are significant. 
Table 21: Comparison of pre- and post-test among low-BESC consumers (n=199) 
Low-BESC consumers Satisfaction Trust 
Attitudinal 
loyalty 
Behavioural 
loyalty 
Negative 
eWOM 
(n=105) 
Pre-test 5.226 4.594 2.591 5.027 
Std. deviation 1.112 1.207 1.291 1.395 
Post-test 4.793 4.129 2.189 4.465 
Std. deviation 1.312 1.384 1.235 1.400 
Mean difference (-) 0.433 (-) 0.465 (-) 0.402 (-) 0.562 
Significance (p-value) 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
Positive 
eWOM 
(n=94) 
Pre-test 4.920 4.241 2.481 4.830 
Std. deviation 1.147 1.241 1.329 1.489 
Post-test 5.205 4.521 2.879 5.145 
Std. deviation 1.179 1.271 1.394 1.376 
Mean difference (+) 0.285 (+) 0.280 (+) 0.398 (+) 0.315 
Significance (p-value) 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
 
Table 22: Comparison of pre- and post-test among high-BESC consumers (n=78) 
High-BESC consumers Satisfaction Trust 
Attitudinal 
loyalty 
Behavioural 
loyalty 
Negative 
eWOM 
(n=33) 
Pre-test 5.492 5.172 3.824 5.473 
Std. deviation 1.060 1.000 1.458 1.368 
Post-test 5.083 4.717 3.309 4.745 
Std. deviation 1.165 1.131 1.476 1.131 
Mean difference (-) 0.409 (-) 0.455 (-) 0.515 (-) 0.727 
Significance (p-value) 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
Positive 
eWOM 
(n=45) 
Pre-test 5.217 5.011 3.791 5.396 
Std. deviation 1.090 1.208 1.373 1.368 
Post-test 5.606 5.285 4.347 5.720 
Std. deviation 0.929 1.143 1.340 1.196 
Mean difference (+) 0.389 (+) 0.274 (+) 0.556 (+) 0.342 
Significance (p-value) 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
 
To see if there is a significant difference in impact of eWOM on high- and low-BESC consumers, an 
analysis of the gain scores is again the most appropriate way to calculate this. We use the same 
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calculation for each test as we did for analysing the differences in eWOM effects between positive 
and negative eWOM.   
 
Table 23: Gain score comparison between low- and high-BESC consumers 
 Low-BESC 
(n=199) 
High-BESC 
(n=78) 
Independent-samples 
T Test 
 Average 
gain score 
St. deviation 
Average 
gain score 
Std. 
deviation 
Difference 
(High – Low) 
P-value 
Satisfaction 0.363 0.573 0.397 0.541 0.034 0.649 
Trust 0.378 0.565 0.350 0.504 -0.028 0.710 
Attitudinal loyalty 0.453 0.630 0.549 0.532 0.106 0.294 
Behavioural loyalty 0.445 0.625 0.495 0.591 0.050 0.547 
 
Table 23 shows the average gain scores per construct, the standard deviation and the significance of 
the difference. It shows us that the gain scores don’t show much difference between high- and low-
BESC consumers. Also, there seems to be no significance in the differences. This implicates that there 
is no significant difference in how high- and low-BESC consumers interpret eWOM messages through 
SNSs. Because our dataset is partly non-normal distributed, a Mann-Whitney U test is also conducted 
to analyse the differences in impact. Table 24 shows the results of the Mann-Whitney U Test. This 
shows us confirmatory results. These analyses were also done with the individual (positive and 
negative) tests. Yet, no significant differences were found between high- and low-BESC consumers.  
The results of that analysis are presented in attachment 7.2.5. 
 
Table 24: Mann-Whitney U Test (non-parametric test) 
Null hypothesis P-value Decision 
The distribution of Gain Score Satisfaction is the same across 
categories of 1 (High-BESC) and 2 (Low-BESC) 
0.500 Retain the null 
hypothesis 
The distribution of Gain Score Trust is the same across categories 
of 1 (High-BESC) and 2 (Low-BESC) 
0.837 Retain the null 
hypothesis 
The distribution of Gain Score Attitudinal loyalty is the same across 
categories of 1 (High-BESC) and 2 (Low-BESC) 
0.308 Retain the null 
hypothesis 
The distribution of Gain Score Behavioural loyalty is the same 
across categories of 1 (High-BESC) and 2 (Low-BESC) 
0.475 Retain the null 
hypothesis 
 
4.7 Differences in model relations between high- and low-BESC consumers 
In this chapter, the differences in the structural model between high-BESC and low-BESC consumers 
are analysed using multi-group analysis in Smart-PLS. There’s a possibility that relations between 
satisfaction, trust, attitudinal and behavioural loyalty differ among high- and low-BESC consumers, or 
other categorical groups, like gender and educational level. A difference in the structural model could 
implicate that these consumers also have different assumptions and behaviour when it comes to 
brand-preference. This test was not part of a prior reported hypothesis, but some interesting 
discoveries were done.  
 
Table 25 shows that on most constructs, the model for both groups is fairly identical. Yet, it seems 
that there are a few interesting differences. The most interesting is that high-BESC consumers show a 
significantly stronger relation between attitudinal and behavioural loyalty.  
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Table 25: Multi-Group Analysis on high- vs. low-BESC consumers 
 Path Coefficients 
low-BESC 
Path Coefficients 
high-BESC 
Path Coefficients-
difference 
p-Value 
AL -> BL 0.197 0.351 0.154 0.013* 
S -> AL 0.006 0.005 0.001 0.498 (ns) 
S -> BL 0.685 0.651 0.033 0.634 (ns) 
S -> T 0.810 0.822 0.011 0.366 (ns) 
T -> AL 0.535 0.734 0.199 0.038* 
T -> BL 0.081 -0.057 0.139 0.905 (ns) 
 
Table 25 shows that the structural model for high-BESC and low-BESC consumers differs on two 
parts. It seems that among high-BESC consumers, the relation between trust and attitudinal loyalty is 
significantly stronger than among low-BESC consumers. In addition, the relation between attitudinal 
loyalty and behavioural loyalty is significantly stronger among high-BESC consumers than among low-
BESC consumers.  
 
These facts both together implicate that high-BESC consumers with trust in a brand, convert this 
trust more often in behavioural intentions like repurchasing and word-of-mouth than low-BESC 
consumers. This relation is mediated by attitudinal loyalty.4 
 
4.8 Hypothesis results 
Table 26: Hypothesis significance table 
Hypothesis Relation Significance 
1 Attitudinal loyalty  Behavioural loyalty Supported 
2 Trust  Attitudinal loyalty Supported 
3 Trust  Behavioural loyalty Not supported 
4 Satisfaction  Trust Supported 
5 Satisfaction  Attitudinal loyalty Not supported 
6 Satisfaction  Behavioural loyalty Supported 
7 Negativity bias: Negative eWOM is stronger than positive eWOM Supported 
8 Asymmetric effects of positive and negative eWOM: While 
positive eWOM affects behavioural loyalty more, negative 
eWOM affects attitudinal loyalty more 
Not supported 
9 High-BESC consumers are more sensitive for eWOM than low-
BESC consumers 
Not supported 
 
As presented in table 26, five out of nine hypotheses are supported.  
  
                                                          
4
 This analysis was not part of a theoretical expectation (hypothesis). 
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5 Conclusions, discussions and recommendations 
In this chapter, the results of the previous chapter are further discussed and conclusions are drawn. 
Several conclusions can be made, as well as limitations and recommendations for further research. 
 
5.1 Conclusions 
Several researchers state that the differences between positive and negative eWOM through SNSs is 
a topic worthy for further research. In addition, consumers’ level of BESC could have (major) 
influence in how eWOM messages through SNSs are interpreted by these consumers and therefore 
could moderate the impact of eWOM messages. This particular topic hasn’t been researched before. 
The main question of this research therefore was: “To what extend do effects differ between positive 
and negative eWOM through SNSs on both high- and low-BESC consumers regarding to their level of 
attitudinal and behavioural loyalty toward brands?” This research was applied within a smartphone 
brand context.   
 
Our research shows significantly different effects between negative and positive eWOM through 
SNSs on consumers. First, negative eWOM seems to have an overall greater effect than positive 
eWOM, which is especially significant regarding to consumers’ levels of trust and behavioural loyalty. 
Secondly, positive eWOM affects consumers’ level of attitudinal loyalty significantly more than it 
affects behavioural loyalty. This is in contrast to negative eWOM, which affects consumers’ level of 
behavioural loyalty significantly more than it affects attitudinal loyalty. This shows that consumers 
indeed react differently on positive and negative eWOM through SNSs. The effect of eWOM does not 
significantly differ among high- and low-BESC consumers. 
 
This research also shows significant relations between several model constructs that has been 
applied in this research. This study for example confirms that trust has a significant positive relation 
with attitudinal loyalty, and attitudinal on its turn has a significant positive relation with behavioural 
loyalty. The most interesting finding is that these relations are significantly stronger among high-
BESC consumers compared to low-BESC consumers. This implicates that high-BESC consumers 
convert their trust in a brand more often in behavioural intentions (re-purchase and word-of-mouth) 
than low-BESC consumers. This relation is mediated by attitudinal loyalty.  
 
5.2 Discussion 
Prior to the empirical part of this research, we formulated several hypothesis based on theoretical 
expectations. Five out of nine hypotheses were supported. Four hypotheses were not supported. 
This doesn’t mean that these results do not contain important information. In this paragraph, the 
empirical results are related to existing literature.  
 
5.2.1 Discussion of the main conclusions 
This research was focussed on opinion seeking consumers in a SNSs and smartphone brand context. 
C2c interactions can disrupt companies’ communications and influence consumers’ attitudes and 
behaviour toward products and brands (Blazevic, et al., 2013). Our research shows that both positive 
and negative information through SNSs have significant impact on consumers’ level of satisfaction, 
trust and attitudinal and behavioural loyalty. This is in line with expectations from prior marketing 
research from Hsu et al. (2013) and Chevalier and Mayzlin (2006).  
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To answer the main question, three aspects of eWOM were of major importance in this research: 
- The negativity bias in eWOM messages; 
- The asymmetry in effects of positive and negative eWOM (attitudes versus behaviour); 
- The difference in eWOM influence between high- and low-BESC consumers. 
 
Negativity bias is a psychology term and refers to the asymmetry between the impact of positive and 
negative information and in our case; eWOM (Fiske, 1980). Several marketing studies show that 
negative information about products and brands affect consumers more than positive information 
(East, Uncles, Romaniuk, & Lomax, 2016; Geng, Hon-Kwong, & Xiaoning, 2012). In this study, 
negativity bias is also demonstrated and was found significant on two variables; trust and 
behavioural loyalty. Especially behavioural loyalty is important, because it is the outcome variable in 
this research. It means that negative information shared on SNSs could cause more damage to 
(smartphone) brands than positive information does good to them. It influences (re)purchase and 
word-of-mouth intentions more than positive information.  
 
According to Martesen and Grønholdt (2016) and Porral and Levy-Mangin (2016), positive and 
negative word-of-mouth referral have asymmetric influence on emotions, attitudes and behaviour. 
(Re)purchase intentions are usually influenced more by positive than by negative WOM, while 
emotional attachment is usually influenced more by negative than by positive WOM. Our study 
shows that eWOM indeed has an asymmetric influence on attitudes and behaviour, but not the way 
we expected. Our results show that behavioural loyalty (e.g. repurchase intentions) is influenced 
more by negative than positive eWOM, while attitudinal loyalty (e.g. emotional attachment) is 
influenced more by positive than negative eWOM. These results were both found significant.  
 
This means our results show complete the opposite of the existing literature, which of course is 
surprising. Yet, recent marketing research gives us a possible explanation for this. A study from East 
et al. (2016) shows that there are some inconsistencies in this particular research topic. They state 
that this could be the result of different interpretations of what attitudes and intentions are. This is 
in line with a meta study from Khan, Humayun and Sajjad (2015). They show that despite the amount 
of research that has been done about loyalty, there still is no accepted description or common 
definition of loyalty, and still many debates take place on what customer loyalty is, and what are its 
key drivers (Ivanauskiene, Neringa, Auruskevicien, & Vilté, 2009). In that particular meta study, many 
definitions of attitudinal loyalty for example include word-of-mouth referral, which in our study is a 
behavioural aspect of loyalty. The ambiguity in loyalty definitions could also have influenced the 
results of this study.  
 
BESC is a generalized view of brands in relation to the self. According to Sprott et al. (2009), high-
BESC consumers are more likely to react on brand-related stimuli than low-BESC consumers. In our 
research it was therefore expected that the level of BESC affects the impact of eWOM messages. Our 
study shows that high-BESC consumers are indeed affected more by eWOM than low-BESC 
consumers, but these differences are very small and not found significant. A possible reason that the 
results were not found significant is that the population of the high-BESC group (78) was relatively 
small, due to the fact that high-BESC consumers are quite underrepresented.  
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5.2.2 Discussion of direct model relations 
According to Grisaffe and Nguyen (2011), Iglesias et al. (2011) and Thomson et al. (2005), attitudinal 
loyalty has a positive relation with behavioural loyalty. In other words: Emotional attachment to a 
brand contributes to (re)purchase behaviour, according to them. In this research this relation was 
also found significant, which confirms this theoretical expectation. This is an important finding, 
because it shows that not only the behavioural aspect of loyalty is important in relationship 
marketing, because emotional (attitudinal) aspects of the relation between brands and consumers 
also contribute to (re)purchase behaviour.  
 
According to Ha and Stoel (2008), trust is a fundamental consideration in the commercial world. In 
situations of uncertainty caused by for example information asymmetry, consumers rely on their 
trust in a brand, internet or eWOM. It was expected that trust would play an important mediating 
role in translating satisfaction into attitudinal and behavioural brand loyalty (Veloutsou, 2015; Porral 
& Levy-Mangin, 2016). In this research the relation between trust and attitudinal was found 
significant, but the relation between trust and behavioural loyalty was found weak and not 
significant. This means that trust in a smartphone brand, doesn’t always lead directly to (re)purchase 
intentions and word-of-mouth. Yet, this relation seems to be mediated by attitudinal loyalty. 
Therefore, trust can be an important factor in smartphone brand relationship development. 
 
According to Moriuchi and Takahashi (2016), satisfaction is essential to the longevity of businesses 
and brands. According to Yap et al. (2012) and Tsao and Hsieh (2012), customer satisfaction leads to 
an increased level of trust. Several other researchers (e.g. Veloutsou (2015), Bennet and Rundle-
Thiele (2005)) state that a greater degree of satisfaction leads to a greater degree of loyalty. 
Consumers are likely to buy the same brand to which they feel satisfied and satisfaction enhances 
the desire for the brand. In this research a strong and significant relation was found between 
satisfaction and trust and between satisfaction and behavioural loyalty. The relation between 
satisfaction and attitudinal loyalty was found weak and not significant. This means that satisfaction 
doesn’t always lead directly to emotional attachment and commitment to a smartphone brand, but is 
mediated by trust.  
 
BESC is a generalized view of brand in relation to the self. According to Sprott et al. (2009), high-BESC 
consumers tend to pay more and wait longer for their favourite products. Despite that they state 
that BESC has a direct relation with loyalty, this wasn’t part of this research, because BESC was used 
as a category (moderating) variable and not as a latent variable. Therefore, a multi-group analysis 
(MGA), where the structural model relations are compared among the two BESC-groups was 
appropriate. In this research, a significant difference was found between high- and low-BESC 
consumers regarding to the relation between trust and attitudinal loyalty and between attitudinal 
loyalty and behavioural loyalty. This hasn’t been researched before. It implicates that high-BESC 
consumers convert their trust and attitudes toward brands more often in (re-purchase and word-of-
mouth) behavioural intentions than low-BESC consumers.  
 
5.3 Recommendations for practitioners 
This study shows that the effects of positive and negative eWOM through SNSs differ significantly 
from each other. This brings us practical implications that can help practitioners in marketing.  
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One of the results of this study is that negative eWOM on SNSs have significant more effect on 
behavioural loyalty than positive eWOM. Reducing the amount of negative eWOM on SNSs could 
help brands minimizing the effects of negative eWOM. To achieve this, brands need to provide an 
alternative (digital) platform on which customers can easily provide and collect feedback from other 
customers. Therefore, brand should provide an online platform on which customers can connect and 
communicate with other customers. This might stimulate customers to spread their inconvenience 
with the brand on this platform, instead of spreading it on SNSs. Every individual customer should 
receive a personal reaction from the brand itself on its feedback about the product or brand. In 
addition, brands can also reward customers that give practical advice to enhance product experience 
by sharing this on this platform and/or a customer care department.  
 
5.4 Recommendations for further research 
Our study has certain limitations, and we recommend further research to address these limitations in 
more detail. First, this research was only focussed on one particular search good, namely 
smartphones; a typical good that is dominated by only two brands: Apple and Samsung. Almost 82 
percent of the participants has an Apple or Samsung smartphone. It is not sure if and to what extent 
this influenced the results of the research. Further research should either focus on other search 
goods, on a particular experience good, or a service, to verify if the results also apply on them.  
 
Second, in our research the EVM method is chosen as research design. This means that the 
experiment was done within a fictive environment. Future researchers could choose to apply this 
research within a real experiment with real brands or online shops. Yet, this was also a consideration 
in this research, but finding participating companies was really hard due to the possible side effects 
of negative eWOM on their company or brand. Therefore, it could be challenging to implement such 
a research design.  
 
Third, our research found interesting results regarding to high- versus low-BESC consumers, but with 
no particular underlying literature. It seems that high-BESC consumers show a significantly higher 
relation between trust and attitudinal loyalty and between attitudinal loyalty and behavioural loyalty, 
compared to low-BESC consumers. This means that high-BESC consumers convert their trust and 
emotional attachment toward a brand more often in behavioural intentions, like (re)purchase a 
brand or word-of-mouth referral. There are some studies regarding BESC in relation to loyalty, but 
these studies are still quite rare. Future research should focus on the differences between high- and 
low-BESC consumers regarding to attitudinal and behavioural brand loyalty.  
 
Finally, our research found absolute differences in the effect of eWOM among high-BESC consumers 
compared to low-BESC consumers. Yet, these differences were not found significant. A possible 
reason for this, could be the fact that high-BESC consumers were a little underrepresented (the 
positive test contained 45 high-BESC consumers and the negative test contained 33 high-BESC 
consumers). Future research should focus on the difference in eWOM effect on these two groups, 
but with a larger group of high-BESC consumers. 
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7 Attachments 
7.1 Constructs and indicators 
Table 27: Constructs and indicators 
Construct Indicator Dutch translation 
Satisfaction 
 
Overall, my experience with 
[brand name] is positive  
Mijn ervaringen met 
[merknaam] zijn positief 
Overall, I’m satisfied with 
[brand name]  
Ik ben tevreden met 
[merknaam] 
[brand name] fulfils my 
expectations 
[merknaam] voldoet aan mijn 
verwachtingen 
This [brand name] smartphone 
is equal compared to my 
hypothetical ideal smartphone 
Deze [merknaam] smartphone 
is gelijk aan de in mijn ogen 
ideale smartphone 
Trust 
I trust [brand name] Ik vertrouw [merknaam] 
I rely on [brand name] Ik heb vertrouwen in 
[merknaam] 
[brand name] is honest [merknaam] is eerlijk 
[brand name] is safe [merknaam] is betrouwbaar 
[brand name] meets with my 
real needs 
[merknaam] voorziet mij in 
mijn werkelijke behoeften 
I believe that [brand name] will 
serve my long-term interest 
Ik geloof dat [merknaam] mij in 
mijn lange-termijn behoeften 
zal voorzien 
Attitudinal loyalty 
My relationship with [brand 
name] has a great deal of 
personal meaning to me 
Mijn relatie met [merknaam] 
heeft een grote persoonlijke 
betekenis voor mij 
I feel emotionally attached to 
[brand name] 
Ik voel mij emotioneel gehecht 
aan [merknaam] 
I have a sense of belonging to 
[brand name] 
Ik heb een gevoel van 
verbondenheid met 
[merknaam] 
I feel like a part of a family as a 
customer of [brand name] 
Ik voel mij als onderdeel van de 
familie van [merknaam] 
I am committed to [brand 
name] 
Ik ben toegewijd aan 
[merknaam] 
Behavioural loyalty 
I consider [brand name] to be 
my first choice in mobile 
phones 
Ik beschouw [merknaam] als 
mijn eerste keuze in 
smartphones 
Although there are other 
alternatives, I still like staying 
with [brand name] 
Hoewel er alternatieven zijn, 
blijf ik graag bij [merknaam] 
I plan to buy [brand name] 
phones more often in the next 
few years 
Ik ben van plan opnieuw een 
[merknaam] smartphone te 
kopen van in de komende jaren 
I would recommend [brand 
name] to someone who seeks 
my advice 
Ik zou iemand [merknaam] 
adviseren als diegene mij om 
advies vraagt 
I say positive things about 
[brand name] to other people 
Ik laat mij positief uit tegenover 
anderen over [merknaam] 
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Construct Indicator Dutch translation 
BESC 
I have a special bond with the 
brands that I like 
Ik heb een speciale band met 
mijn favoriete merken 
I consider my favourite brands 
to be a part of myself 
Ik beschouw mijn favoriete 
merken als een onderdeel van 
mijzelf 
I often feel a personal 
connection between my brands 
and me 
Ik voel vaak een persoonlijke 
band tussen mijn merken en 
mij 
Part of me is defined by 
important brands in my life 
Wie ik ben wordt deels bepaald 
door belangrijke merken in 
mijn leven 
I feel as if I have a close 
personal connection with the 
brands I most prefer 
Ik voel een nauwe persoonlijke 
band met de merken die ik het 
meest prefereer 
I can identify with important 
brands in my life 
Ik herken mijzelf in belangrijke 
merken in mijn leven 
There are links between the 
brand that I prefer and how I 
view myself 
Er zijn verbanden tussen de 
merken die ik prefereer en hoe 
ik mijzelf zie 
My favourite brands are an 
important indication of who I 
am 
Mijn favoriete merken zijn een 
belangrijke indicatie van wie ik 
ben  
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7.2 Result tables 
7.2.1 Normality check 
Table 28: Normality check 
Normality 
  Skewness Kurtosis Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk 
 Statistic Statistic Statistic Sig. Statistic Sig. 
BESC1 -,470 -,525 ,200 ,000 ,930 ,000 
BESC2 ,162 -,895 ,133 ,000 ,935 ,000 
BESC3 ,380 -,816 ,170 ,000 ,919 ,000 
BESC4 ,931 ,158 ,220 ,000 ,855 ,000 
BESC5 ,682 -,183 ,192 ,000 ,902 ,000 
BESC6 ,417 -,733 ,170 ,000 ,920 ,000 
BESC7 ,259 -1,061 ,182 ,000 ,917 ,000 
BESC8 ,578 -,551 ,186 ,000 ,905 ,000 
SAT1 -,871 ,736 ,211 ,000 ,893 ,000 
SAT2 -,782 ,659 ,208 ,000 ,898 ,000 
SAT3 -,788 ,694 ,209 ,000 ,900 ,000 
SAT4 -,396 -,463 ,180 ,000 ,939 ,000 
TRU1 -,540 -,259 ,193 ,000 ,928 ,000 
TRU2 -,398 -,556 ,161 ,000 ,934 ,000 
TRU3 -,134 -,316 ,176 ,000 ,945 ,000 
TRU4 -,492 ,007 ,163 ,000 ,931 ,000 
TRU5 -,486 -,432 ,188 ,000 ,931 ,000 
TRU6 -,487 -,511 ,180 ,000 ,930 ,000 
ALO1 ,672 -,420 ,189 ,000 ,891 ,000 
ALO2 ,660 -,403 ,190 ,000 ,895 ,000 
ALO3 ,391 -,859 ,168 ,000 ,912 ,000 
ALO4 ,937 ,078 ,206 ,000 ,852 ,000 
ALO5 ,272 -,924 ,136 ,000 ,924 ,000 
BLO1 -,646 -,478 ,181 ,000 ,901 ,000 
BLO2 -,568 -,631 ,182 ,000 ,911 ,000 
BLO3 -,572 -,546 ,178 ,000 ,912 ,000 
BLO4 -,580 -,188 ,165 ,000 ,917 ,000 
BLO5 -,715 ,098 ,185 ,000 ,910 ,000 
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7.2.2 Factor analysis (PCA) 
Table 29: Principal component analysis (PCA) 
 
Component 
1 2 3 4 5 
BESC1 ,112 ,625 ,057 ,019 ,627 
BESC2 ,119 ,781 ,160 ,071 ,388 
BESC3 ,056 ,793 ,169 ,133 ,344 
BESC4 -,042 ,839 ,209 ,097 -,046 
BESC5 ,028 ,808 ,263 ,083 ,122 
BESC6 ,071 ,864 ,150 -,056 -,010 
BESC7 ,044 ,867 ,130 -,005 -,103 
BESC8 ,021 ,868 ,144 ,046 -,141 
SAT1 ,840 ,003 ,092 ,268 -,105 
SAT2 ,846 -,012 ,094 ,276 -,137 
SAT3 ,769 -,004 ,038 ,318 -,111 
SAT4 ,785 ,097 ,214 ,236 ,002 
TRU1 ,632 ,055 ,206 ,598 ,035 
TRU2 ,515 ,075 ,223 ,698 ,032 
TRU3 ,339 ,089 ,266 ,765 -,003 
TRU4 ,598 ,064 ,154 ,647 ,031 
TRU5 ,580 ,120 ,319 ,361 -,030 
TRU6 ,600 ,116 ,328 ,409 ,043 
ALO1 ,255 ,297 ,773 ,209 ,082 
ALO2 ,291 ,253 ,803 ,150 ,047 
ALO3 ,333 ,330 ,768 ,126 -,007 
ALO4 ,211 ,248 ,803 ,172 -,046 
ALO5 ,398 ,241 ,722 ,149 ,112 
BLO1 ,828 ,037 ,250 ,017 ,236 
BLO2 ,813 ,017 ,319 ,024 ,290 
BLO3 ,794 ,042 ,331 -,009 ,262 
BLO4 ,829 ,088 ,262 ,096 ,025 
BLO5 ,838 ,078 ,172 ,224 ,002 
 
7.2.3 Reliability and validity of the model – specified to the individual groups 
Group 1 (pre-negative) 
  Composite 
Reliability 
Average 
Variance 
Extracted 
(AVE) 
Attitudinal loyalty 0,940 0,757 
Behavioral loyalty 0,959 0,825 
Satisfaction 0,939 0,793 
Trust 0,933 0,699 
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 Fornell-larcker Attitudinal 
loyalty 
Behavioral 
loyalty 
Satisfaction Trust 
Attitudinal loyalty 0,870       
Behavioral loyalty 0,626 0,908     
Satisfaction 0,517 0,864 0,891   
Trust 0,622 0,787 0,800 0,836 
 
 Cross-loadings Attitudinal 
loyalty 
Behavioral 
loyalty 
Satisfaction Trust 
ALO1 0,854 0,481 0,417 0,531 
ALO2 0,865 0,615 0,482 0,557 
ALO3 0,889 0,559 0,478 0,537 
ALO4 0,846 0,470 0,376 0,493 
ALO5 0,894 0,578 0,482 0,578 
BLO1 0,520 0,919 0,773 0,686 
BLO2 0,609 0,907 0,756 0,703 
BLO3 0,627 0,910 0,730 0,694 
BLO4 0,593 0,921 0,811 0,724 
BLO5 0,495 0,884 0,847 0,762 
SAT1 0,457 0,783 0,925 0,722 
SAT2 0,473 0,818 0,935 0,729 
SAT3 0,370 0,692 0,870 0,652 
SAT4 0,528 0,773 0,827 0,738 
TRU1 0,504 0,738 0,780 0,899 
TRU2 0,490 0,710 0,702 0,849 
TRU3 0,498 0,532 0,550 0,788 
TRU4 0,494 0,696 0,705 0,887 
TRU5 0,492 0,584 0,633 0,794 
TRU6 0,642 0,658 0,620 0,792 
 
 HTMT Attitudinal 
loyalty 
Behavioral 
loyalty 
Satisfaction Trust 
Attitudinal loyalty         
Behavioral loyalty 0,667       
Satisfaction 0,557 0,925     
Trust 0,678 0,840 0,870   
 
Group 2 (post-negative) 
  Composite 
Reliability 
Average 
Variance 
Extracted 
(AVE) 
Attitudinal loyalty 0,957 0,818 
Behavioral loyalty 0,966 0,849 
Satisfaction 0,958 0,850 
Trust 0,946 0,746 
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 Fornell-larcker  Attitudinal 
loyalty 
Behavioral 
loyalty 
Satisfaction Trust 
Attitudinal loyalty 0,904       
Behavioral loyalty 0,564 0,921     
Satisfaction 0,479 0,824 0,922   
Trust 0,626 0,749 0,815 0,864 
 
 Cross-loadings Attitudinal 
loyalty 
Behavioral 
loyalty 
Satisfaction Trust 
ALO1 0,923 0,500 0,423 0,590 
ALO2 0,895 0,477 0,406 0,535 
ALO3 0,932 0,545 0,463 0,590 
ALO4 0,865 0,440 0,368 0,494 
ALO5 0,905 0,575 0,493 0,607 
BLO1 0,518 0,941 0,771 0,720 
BLO2 0,521 0,919 0,737 0,659 
BLO3 0,573 0,930 0,750 0,700 
BLO4 0,546 0,897 0,753 0,685 
BLO5 0,442 0,918 0,781 0,685 
SAT1 0,413 0,747 0,924 0,709 
SAT2 0,412 0,771 0,952 0,761 
SAT3 0,431 0,761 0,921 0,795 
SAT4 0,509 0,756 0,890 0,737 
TRU1 0,526 0,622 0,725 0,893 
TRU2 0,542 0,691 0,745 0,918 
TRU3 0,535 0,553 0,620 0,849 
TRU4 0,489 0,689 0,783 0,892 
TRU5 0,555 0,600 0,659 0,799 
TRU6 0,597 0,710 0,678 0,827 
 
 HTMT Attitudinal 
loyalty 
Behavioral 
loyalty 
Satisfaction Trust 
Attitudinal loyalty         
Behavioral loyalty 0,591       
Satisfaction 0,505 0,868     
Trust 0,665 0,791 0,868   
 
Group 3 (pre-positive) 
  Composite 
Reliability 
Average 
Variance 
Extracted 
(AVE) 
Attitudinal loyalty 0,950 0,791 
Behavioral loyalty 0,943 0,768 
Satisfaction 0,936 0,784 
Trust 0,933 0,699 
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 Fornell-larcker Attitudinal 
loyalty 
Behavioral 
loyalty 
Satisfaction Trust 
Attitudinal loyalty 0,889       
Behavioral loyalty 0,604 0,876     
Satisfaction 0,442 0,824 0,886   
Trust 0,608 0,729 0,784 0,836 
 
  Attitudinal 
loyalty 
Behavioral 
loyalty 
Satisfaction Trust 
ALO1 0,864 0,494 0,373 0,534 
ALO2 0,937 0,517 0,379 0,525 
ALO3 0,926 0,547 0,381 0,508 
ALO4 0,847 0,424 0,304 0,501 
ALO5 0,868 0,661 0,495 0,614 
BLO1 0,495 0,854 0,653 0,547 
BLO2 0,565 0,917 0,708 0,617 
BLO3 0,518 0,873 0,669 0,571 
BLO4 0,525 0,875 0,752 0,658 
BLO5 0,536 0,862 0,810 0,775 
SAT1 0,406 0,770 0,920 0,722 
SAT2 0,376 0,710 0,906 0,706 
SAT3 0,279 0,620 0,831 0,620 
SAT4 0,482 0,801 0,882 0,718 
TRU1 0,476 0,723 0,756 0,873 
TRU2 0,505 0,560 0,627 0,898 
TRU3 0,485 0,410 0,448 0,770 
TRU4 0,464 0,610 0,681 0,886 
TRU5 0,601 0,591 0,626 0,735 
TRU6 0,518 0,696 0,725 0,841 
 
 HTMT Attitudinal 
loyalty 
Behavioral 
loyalty 
Satisfaction Trust 
Attitudinal loyalty         
Behavioral loyalty 0,639       
Satisfaction 0,465 0,889     
Trust 0,654 0,773 0,844   
 
Group 4 (post-positive) 
  Composite 
Reliability 
Average 
Variance 
Extracted 
(AVE) 
Attitudinal loyalty 0,956 0,814 
Behavioral loyalty 0,949 0,787 
Satisfaction 0,939 0,793 
Trust 0,941 0,726 
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  Attitudinal 
loyalty 
Behavioral 
loyalty 
Satisfaction Trust 
Attitudinal loyalty 0,902       
Behavioral loyalty 0,525 0,887     
Satisfaction 0,471 0,832 0,890   
Trust 0,599 0,723 0,833 0,852 
 
  Attitudinal 
loyalty 
Behavioral 
loyalty 
Satisfaction Trust 
ALO1 0,915 0,473 0,394 0,545 
ALO2 0,935 0,423 0,396 0,489 
ALO3 0,901 0,485 0,425 0,527 
ALO4 0,887 0,412 0,380 0,505 
ALO5 0,871 0,550 0,509 0,611 
BLO1 0,442 0,884 0,698 0,626 
BLO2 0,485 0,933 0,720 0,640 
BLO3 0,488 0,868 0,612 0,558 
BLO4 0,454 0,889 0,788 0,631 
BLO5 0,461 0,860 0,836 0,728 
SAT1 0,387 0,744 0,898 0,767 
SAT2 0,371 0,759 0,886 0,748 
SAT3 0,392 0,665 0,861 0,707 
SAT4 0,522 0,789 0,916 0,745 
TRU1 0,539 0,700 0,789 0,905 
TRU2 0,535 0,583 0,662 0,866 
TRU3 0,447 0,461 0,572 0,815 
TRU4 0,438 0,613 0,755 0,871 
TRU5 0,547 0,704 0,723 0,807 
TRU6 0,539 0,593 0,727 0,846 
 
 HTMT Attitudinal 
loyalty 
Behavioral 
loyalty 
Satisfaction Trust 
Attitudinal loyalty         
Behavioral loyalty 0,554       
Satisfaction 0,501 0,891     
Trust 0,633 0,764 0,900   
 
7.2.3 Indirect effects 
Table 30: Indirect effects 
  Attitudinal 
loyalty 
BESC Behavioral 
loyalty 
Satisfaction Trust 
Attitudinal loyalty           
BESC     0,086     
Behavioral loyalty           
Satisfaction 0,397   0,145     
Trust     0,111     
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7.2.4 Direct effects 
Table 31: Direct effects 
  Attitudinal 
loyalty 
BESC Behavioral 
loyalty 
Satisfaction Trust 
Attitudinal loyalty     0,226     
BESC 0,381   0,094     
Behavioral loyalty           
Satisfaction 0,445   0,824   0,811 
Trust 0,490   0,165     
 
7.2.5 The moderating effect of BESC on the impact of eWOM messages through SNSs 
(additional analysis) 
In this additional paragraph the moderating effect of BESC on the impact of eWOM messages is 
analysed on the separated tests (positive versus negative). The results are presented below. 
 
Table 32: Gain score comparison between low- and high-BESC consumers on the positive test 
POSITIVE Low-BESC 
(n=94) 
High-BESC 
(n=45) 
Independent-samples 
T Test 
 Average 
gain score 
St. deviation 
Average 
gain score 
Std. 
deviation 
Difference 
(High – Low) 
P-value 
Satisfaction 0.285 0.483 0.389 0.616 0.104 0.279 
Trust 0.280 0.280 0.274 0.472 -0.006 0.949 
Attitudinal loyalty 0.398 0.746 0.556 0.588 0.158 0.216 
Behavioural loyalty 0.315 0.572 0.324 0.505 0.010 0.924 
 
Table 33: Mann-Whitney U Test (non-parametric test) on the positive test 
Null hypothesis P-value Decision 
The distribution of Gain Score Satisfaction is the same across 
categories of 1 (High-BESC) and 2 (Low-BESC) 
0.364 Retain the null 
hypothesis 
The distribution of Gain Score Trust is the same across categories 
of 1 (High-BESC) and 2 (Low-BESC) 
0.874 Retain the null 
hypothesis 
The distribution of Gain Score Attitudinal loyalty is the same across 
categories of 1 (High-BESC) and 2 (Low-BESC) 
0.191 Retain the null 
hypothesis 
The distribution of Gain Score Behavioural loyalty is the same 
across categories of 1 (High-BESC) and 2 (Low-BESC) 
0.904 Retain the null 
hypothesis 
 
As presented in table 32 and 33, no significant differences were found in the positive test. Yet, 
absolute differences are found in satisfaction and attitudinal loyalty. The non-significance could 
possibly be explained by the relatively low amount of high-BESC consumers (45). 
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Table 34: Gain score comparison between low- and high-BESC consumers on the negative test 
NEGATIVE Low-BESC 
(n=105) 
High-BESC 
(n=33) 
Independent-samples 
T Test 
 Average 
gain score 
St. deviation 
Average 
gain score 
Std. 
deviation 
Difference 
(High – Low) 
P-value 
Satisfaction 0.433 0.638 0.409 0.428 -0.024 0.839 
Trust 0.465 0.572 0.455 0.536 -0.011 0.926 
Attitudinal loyalty 0.503 0.503 0.515 0.482 0.012 0.902 
Behavioural loyalty 0.562 0.649 0.727 0.628 0.165 0.201 
 
Table 35: Mann-Whitney U Test (non-parametric test) on the positive test 
Null hypothesis P-value Decision 
The distribution of Gain Score Satisfaction is the same across 
categories of 1 (High-BESC) and 2 (Low-BESC) 
0.950 Retain the null 
hypothesis 
The distribution of Gain Score Trust is the same across categories 
of 1 (High-BESC) and 2 (Low-BESC) 
0.728 Retain the null 
hypothesis 
The distribution of Gain Score Attitudinal loyalty is the same across 
categories of 1 (High-BESC) and 2 (Low-BESC) 
0.970 Retain the null 
hypothesis 
The distribution of Gain Score Behavioural loyalty is the same 
across categories of 1 (High-BESC) and 2 (Low-BESC) 
0.141 Retain the null 
hypothesis 
 
As presented in table 34 and 35, no significant differences were found in the negative test. Yet, the 
absolute difference between high- and low-BESC consumers regarding to behavioural loyalty is 
relatively high. The non-significance here could possibly be explained by the relatively low amount of 
high-BESC consumers (33)  
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7.3 Questionnaire  
Positive eWOM: https://nielsvanbruggen.typeform.com/to/kMn0kb 
Negative eWOM: https://nielsvanbruggen.typeform.com/to/aCi1dY  
Introductie 
 
“Beste respondent, 
 
Ter afronding van mijn masteropleiding Master of Science in Management aan de Open Universiteit, 
doe ik onderzoek naar de effecten van digitale mond-tot-mondreclame via sociale media op 
consumenten van smartphone merken.  
 
Uw reactie is van grote waarde voor mijn onderzoek. Het invullen van deze vragenlijst zal 5 tot 10 
minuten in beslag nemen. Het is de bedoeling dat u alle vragen beantwoordt. Met uw ingevulde 
gegevens wordt strikt vertrouwelijk omgegaan en gegevens worden enkel op geaggregeerd niveau 
gerapporteerd.  
 
Alvast hartelijk bedankt voor uw medewerking. 
 
Groeten, 
 
Niels van Bruggen  
nj.vanbruggen@studie.ou.nl”  
 
 
Introductie BESC 
 
De volgende vragen gaan over uw algemene beeld van merken. U hoeft hiervoor niet een specifiek 
merk in uw hoofd te nemen, maar u wordt gevraagd antwoord te geven hoe u in het dagelijks leven 
naar merken over het algemeen kijkt. 
 
Vragen over BESC  
 
BESC1: Ik heb een speciale band met mijn favoriete merken  
BESC2: Ik beschouw mijn favoriete merken als een onderdeel van mijzelf  
BESC3: Ik voel vaak een persoonlijke band tussen mijn merken en mij 
BESC4: Wie ik ben wordt deels bepaald door belangrijke merken in mijn leven  
BESC5: Ik voel een nauwe persoonlijke band met mijn favoriete merken  
BESC6: Ik herken mijzelf in belangrijke merken in mijn leven  
BESC7: Er zijn verbanden tussen mijn favoriete merken en hoe ik mezelf zie 
BESC8: Mijn favoriete merken zijn een belangrijke indicatie van wie ik ben 
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Welk merk smartphone gebruikt u momenteel voor privé doeleinden? 
- Apple 
- Samsung 
- Blackberry 
- LG 
- Google 
- ASUS 
- Xiaomi 
- HTC 
- Motorola 
- Sony 
- Nokia 
- Acer 
- Huawei 
- Lenovo 
- Anders, namelijk
 
Pre-test 
 
U hebt zojuist aangegeven een [merknaam] smartphone voor privé doeleinden te gebruiken. De 
vragen op de volgende pagina gaan over uw mening over dit merk. 
 
Satisfaction 
SAT1: Mijn ervaringen met [merknaam] zijn positief.  
SAT2: Ik ben tevreden met [merknaam]. 
SAT3: [merknaam] voldoet aan mijn verwachtingen. 
SAT4: Deze [merknaam] smartphone is gelijk aan de in mijn ogen ideale smartphone. 
 
Trust 
TRU1: Ik heb vertrouwen in [merknaam] 
TRU2: Ik vertrouw [merknaam] 
TRU3: [merknaam] is eerlijk 
TRU4: [merknaam] is betrouwbaar 
TRU5: [merknaam] voorziet mij in mijn werkelijke behoeften 
TRU6: Ik geloof dat [merknaam] mij in mijn lange-termijn behoeften zal voorzien 
 
Attitudinal loyalty 
ATT1: Mijn relatie met [merknaam] heeft een grote persoonlijke betekenis voor mij 
ATT2: Ik voel mij emotioneel gehecht aan [merknaam] 
ATT3: Ik heb een gevoel van verbondenheid met [merknaam] 
ATT4: Ik voel me als een onderdeel van de familie van [merknaam] 
ATT5: Ik ben toegewijd aan [merknaam] 
 
Behavioural loyalty 
BEH1: Ik beschouw [merknaam] als mijn eerste keuze in smartphonemerken  
BEH2: Hoewel er alternatieven zijn, blijf ik toch graag bij [merknaam] 
BEH3: Ik ben van plan opnieuw een [merknaam] smartphone te kopen in de komende jaren 
BEH4: Ik zou iemand [merknaam] adviseren als diegene mij om advies vraagt 
BEH5: Ik laat mij positief uit tegenover anderen over [merknaam] 
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Vignette 
 
Let op: Hieronder volgt een scenario. Probeer u zo goed mogelijk in dit scenario in te leven. 
 
Op social media leest u berichten van mensen binnen uw persoonlijke netwerk over [merknaam]. In 
de onderstaande video is deze situatie op een zo realistisch mogelijke wijze nagebootst. Bekijk 
onderstaande video, en ga daarna door met het invullen van de rest van de vragenlijst.  
 
*De […] in de video staan telkens voor [merknaam]. 
 
 
Post-test 
 
De volgende vragen gaan wederom over uw mening over [merknaam], maar nu nadat u in aanraking 
gekomen bent met berichtgeving over dit merk via uw social media netwerk. 
 
Satisfaction 
SAT1: Mijn ervaringen met [merknaam] zijn positief.  
SAT2: Ik ben tevreden met [merknaam]. 
SAT3: [merknaam] voldoet aan mijn verwachtingen. 
SAT4: Deze smartphone is gelijk aan de in mijn ogen ideale smartphone. 
 
Trust 
TRU1: Ik heb vertrouwen in [antwoord Q9] 
TRU2: Ik vertrouw [antwoord Q9] 
TRU3: [antwoord Q9] is eerlijk 
TRU4: [antwoord Q9] is betrouwbaar 
TRU5: [antwoord Q9] voldoet aan mijn werkelijke behoeften 
TRU6: Ik geloof dat [antwoord Q9] mij in mijn lange-termijn behoeften zal voorzien 
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Attitudinal loyalty 
ATT1: Mijn relatie met [antwoord Q9] heeft een grote persoonlijke betekenis voor mij 
ATT2: Ik voel mij emotioneel gehecht aan [antwoord Q9] 
ATT3: Ik heb een gevoel van verbondenheid met [antwoord Q9] 
ATT4: Ik voel me als een onderdeel van de familie van [antwoord Q9] 
ATT5: Ik ben toegewijd aan [antwoord Q9] 
 
Behavioural loyalty 
BEH1: Ik beschouw [antwoord Q9] als mijn eerste keuze in smartphones 
BEH2: Hoewel er alternatieven zijn, blijf ik toch graag bij [antwoord Q9] 
BEH3: Ik ben van plan opnieuw een [antwoord Q9] smartphone te kopen in de komende jaren 
BEH4: Ik zou iemand [antwoord Q9] adviseren als diegene mij om advies vraagt 
BEH5: Ik laat mij positief uit tegenover anderen over [antwoord Q9] 
 
Algemene vragen  
Tot slot volgen een aantal persoonlijke vragen. Met al uw antwoorden wordt vertrouwelijk 
omgegaan. 
 
Q1: Wat is uw geslacht? 
- Man 
- Vrouw 
 
Q2: Wat is uw leeftijd? 
- Jonger dan 18 jaar 
- 18 t/m 30 jaar 
- 31 t/m 50 jaar 
- 50 t/m 65 jaar 
- Ouder dan 65 jaar 
 
Q3: Wat is uw hoogst genoten opleiding? 
- Basisonderwijs 
- VMBO/LBO 
- MBO 
- HAVO/VWO 
- HBO 
- WO 
 
Q4: Welk van de volgende sociale netwerksites gebruikt u momenteel (meerdere antwoorden 
mogelijk)?  
- Facebook 
- Twitter 
- LinkedIn 
- Whatsapp 
- Instagram 
- YouTube 
- Google+ 
- Tumblr 
- Pinterest 
- Anders, namelijk
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Q5: Hoe vaak maakt u dagelijks gebruik van deze sociale netwerksites? 
- Minder dan 1 keer per dag 
- 1 t/m 5 keer per dag 
- 5 t/m 10 keer per dag 
- 10 t/m 15 keer per dag 
- Meer dan 15 keer per dag 
 
Hartelijk bedankt voor uw deelname! Als u interesse heeft in het eindresultaat, vul hier dan uw e-
mailadres in. Heeft u geen interesse? Dan kunt u deze vraag overslaan. Uw e-mailadres wordt voor 
niets anders gebruikt dan voor het verspreiden van een kopie van het eindresultaat. 
 
E-mailadres: …….  
 
